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Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to a question of the
privileges of the House, and I send to
the desk a privileged resolution (H.
Res. 468) and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 468

Whereas the Constitution of the United
States places upon the House of Representa-
tives the responsibility to regulate the con-
duct of its own Members;

Whereas the House has delegated that re-
sponsibility, in part, to the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, which is
charged with investigating alleged violations
of any law, rule, regulation or other stand-
ard of conduct by a Member of the House;

Whereas the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct has failed to discharge that
duty with regard to serious allegations of
wrongdoing by the Speaker of the House;

Whereas, although an outside counsel has
been appointed to investigate the Speaker,
the Committee has failed to allow that out-
side counsel to investigate serious charges
concerning the Speaker’s political action
committee, GOPAC, and its relationship to
several tax-exempt organizations;

Whereas a formal complaint concerning
these charges has been languishing before
the Committee for more than six months;

Whereas new evidence of violations of fed-
eral tax law—in addition to the information
contained in the formal complaint—has also
been recently reported by investigative jour-
nalists around the country;

Whereas the failure to take action on these
matters has raised serious questions about
the impartiality of the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct: Therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct is hereby instructed
to immediately transmit the remaining
charges against Speaker Gingrich to the out-
side counsel for his investigation and rec-
ommendations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res-
olution constitutes a question of the
privileges of the House.
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House of Representatives 
The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, July 8, 1996, at 12 noon. 

Senate 
FRIDAY, JUNE 28, 1996 

The Senate met at 8:30 a.m., and was 
called to order by the Honorable CRAIG 
THOMAS, a Senator from the State of 
Wyoming. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Gracious Father, we live in a land of 
freedom and yet, on so many days we 
don’t feel free. So often we are tied 
down by feelings of guilt; bound up by 
frustrating anxieties; uptight over 
problems; incarcerated by people’s 
criticisms or negative opinions; and 
pressured by fears of the future. We all 
feel it at times. This longing to be free. 
Truly free. Free to be and express our 
real selves. Free to enjoy life, our-
selves, and others. Free to give and re-
ceive love, forgiveness, acceptance. 
Free to pull out all the stops and live 
with boldness and courage. You have 
shown us that a new burst of personal 
freedom comes from knowing You, 
trusting You and committing to Your 
care the burdens we carry. Untie us 
when we get tied up in knots, unbind us 
when we are bound up in ourselves, un-
leash us to serve You by serving others. 
Free us from self-concern and help us 
give ourselves away to our loved ones, 
friends and those with whom we work. 

In Your holy name. Amen. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, June 28, 1996. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable CRAIG THOMAS, a Sen-
ator from the State of Wyoming, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

STROM THURMOND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. THOMAS thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The acting majority leader. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, this 
morning the Senate will immediately 
begin consideration of the Department 
of Defense authorization bill. 

At 9:30 this morning, there will be a 
rollcall vote on the motion to invoke 
cloture on the DOD bill. 

It is hoped that Senators will cooper-
ate today in allowing us to reach an 
agreement on the defense bill. I would 
anticipate rollcall votes throughout 
the day on or in relation to amend-
ments to the bill. 

As a reminder, a third cloture motion 
was filed last night. The vote could 
occur as early as Saturday. That vote 
could occur as early as Saturday if it 
becomes necessary. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader 
time is reserved. 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of the DOD bill, which the clerk will 
report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1745) to authorize appropriations 

for fiscal year 1997 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 
Nunn amendment No. 4367, to require the 

President to submit a report to Congress on 
NATO enlargement. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 4387 

(Purpose: To ensure fair and equitable pric-
ing of equipment to be provided to Bosnia 
and Herzegovina under current drawndown 
authorities) 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment which would express the 
sense of the Senate that the price of 
defense articles transferred to Bosnia 
be priced at the lowest fair price in 
order to maximize the amount of 
equipment provided under the Bosnia 
drawdown authority. 

I believe this amendment has been 
cleared by the other side. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 4387. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. . It is the sense of the Senate that, 

notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
in order to maximize the amount of equip-
ment provided to the Government of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina under the authority con-
tained in Section 540 of the Foreign Oper-
ations Act of 1996 (P.L. 104–107), the price of 
the transferred equipment shall not exceed 
the lowest level at which the same or similar 
equipment has been transferred to any other 
country under any other U.S. government 
program. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I urge 
the Senate adopt this amendment. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been agreed to. I urge 
its passage. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Objection. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Objection. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Objection is heard. 
The legislative clerk continued with 

the call of the roll. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4177, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 
(Purpose: To provide for defense 

burdensharing) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf 

of Senator HARKIN, I ask unanimous 
consent amendment No. 4177 offered by 
Senator HARKIN, as modified, and pre-
viously adopted, be further modified by 
the language in the amendment I am 
sending to the desk. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 4177), as further 
modified, is as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1044. DEFENSE BURDENSHARING. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The United States continues to spend 
billions of dollars to promote regional secu-
rity and to make preparations for regional 
contingencies. 

(2) United States defense expenditures pro-
mote United States national security inter-
ests; however, they also significantly con-
tribute to the defense of our allies. 

(3) In 1993, the gross domestic product of 
the United States equaled $6,300,000,000,000, 
while the gross domestic product of other 
NATO member countries totaled 
$7,200,000,000,000. 

(4) Over the course of 1993, the United 
States spent 4.7 percent of its gross domestic 
product on defense, while other NATO mem-
bers collectively spent 2.5 percent of their 
gross domestic product on defense. 

(5) In addition to military spending, for-
eign assistance plays a vital role in the es-
tablishment and maintenance of stability in 
other nations and in implementing the 
United States national security strategy. 

(6) This assistance has often prevented the 
outbreak of conflicts which otherwise would 
have required costly military interventions 
by the United States and our allies. 

(7) From 1990–1993, the United States spent 
$59,000,000,000 in foreign assistance, a sum 
which represents an amount greater than 
any other nation in the world. 

(8) In 1995, the United States spent over 
$10,000,000,000 to promote European security, 
while European NATO nations only contrib-
uted $2,000,000,000 toward this effort. 

(9) With a smaller gross domestic product 
and a larger defense budget than its Euro-
pean NATO allies, the United States shoul-
ders an unfair share of the burden of the 
common defense. 

(11) Japan now pays over 75 percent of the 
nonpersonnel costs incurred by United 
States military forces permanently assigned 
there, while our European allies pay for less 
than 25 percent of these same costs. Japan 
signed a new Special Measures Agreement 
this year which will increase Japan’s con-
tribution toward the cost of stationing 
United States troops in Japan by approxi-
mately $30,000,000 a year over the next five 
years. 

(12) These increased contributions help to 
rectify the imbalance in the burden shoul-
dered by the United States for the common 
defense. 

(13) The relative share of the burden of the 
common defense still falls too heavily on the 
United States, and our allies should dedicate 
more of their own resources to defending 
themselves. 

(b) EFFORTS TO INCREASE ALLIED 
BURDENSHARING.—The President shall seek 
to have each nation that has cooperative 
military relations with the United States 
(including security agreements, basing ar-
rangements, or mutual participation in mul-
tinational military organizations or oper-
ations) take one or more of the following ac-
tions: 

(1) Increase its financial contributions to 
the payment of the nonpersonnel costs in-
curred by the United States Government for 
stationing United States military personnel 
in that nation, with a goal of achieving the 
following percentages of such costs: 

(A) By September 30, 1997, 37.5 percent. 
(B) By September 30, 1998, 50 percent. 
(C) By September 30, 1999, 62.5 percent. 
(D) By September 30, 2000, 75 percent. 

An increase in financial contributions by 
any nation under this paragraph may include 

the elimination of taxes, fees, or other 
charges levied on United States military per-
sonnel, equipment, or facilities stationed in 
that nation. 

(2) Increase its annual budgetary outlays 
for national defense as a percentage of its 
gross domestic product by 10 percent or at 
least to a level commensurate to that of the 
United States by September 30, 1997. 

(3) Increase its annual budgetary outlays 
for foreign assistance (to promote democra-
tization, economic stabilization, trans-
parency arrangements, defense economic 
conversion, respect for the rule of law, and 
internationally recognized human rights) by 
10 percent or at least to a level commensu-
rate to that of the United States by Sep-
tember 30, 1997. 

(4) Increase the amount of military assets 
(including personnel, equipment, logistics, 
support and other resources) that it contrib-
utes, or would be prepared to contribute, to 
multinational military activities worldwide. 

(c) AUTHORITIES TO ENCOURAGE ACTIONS BY 
UNITED STATES ALLIES.—In seeking the ac-
tions described in subsection (b) with respect 
to any nation, or in response to a failure by 
any nation to undertake one or more of such 
actions, the President may take any of the 
following measures: 

(1) Reduce the end strength level of mem-
bers of the Armed Forces assigned to perma-
nent duty ashore in that nation. 

(2) Impose on that nation taxes, fees, or 
other charges similar to those that such na-
tion imposes on United States forces sta-
tioned in that nation. 

(3) Reduce (through rescission, impound-
ment, or other appropriate procedures as au-
thorized by law) the amount the United 
States contributes to the NATO Civil Budg-
et, Military Budget, or Security Investment 
Program. 

(4) Suspend, modify, or terminate any bi-
lateral security agreement the United States 
has with that nation. 

(5) Reduce (through rescission, impound-
ment or other appropriate procedures as au-
thorized by law) any United States bilateral 
assistance appropriated for that nation. 

(6) Take any other action the President de-
termines to be appropriate as authorized by 
law. 

(d) REPORT ON PROGRESS IN INCREASING AL-
LIED BURDENSHARING.—Not later than March 
1, 1997, the Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to Congress a report on— 

(1) steps taken by other nations to com-
plete the actions described in subsection (b); 

(2) all measures taken by the President, in-
cluding those authorized in subsection (c), to 
achieve the actions described in subsection 
(b); and 

(3) the budgetary savings to the United 
States that are expected to accrue as a re-
sult of the steps described under paragraph 
(1). 

(e) REPORT ON NATIONAL SECURITY BASES 
FOR FORWARD DEPLOYMENT AND 
BURDENSHARING RELATIONSHIPS.—(1) In order 
to ensure the best allocation of budgetary re-
sources, the President shall undertake a re-
view of the status of elements of the United 
States Armed Forces that are permanently 
stationed outside the United States. The re-
view shall include an assessment of the fol-
lowing: 

(A) The alliance requirements that are to 
be found in agreements between the United 
States and other countries. 

(B) The national security interests that 
support permanently stationing elements of 
the United States Armed Forces outside the 
United States. 

(C) The stationing costs associated with 
the forward deployment of elements of the 
United States Armed Forces. 
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(D) The alternatives available to forward 

deployment (such as material 
prepositioning, enhanced airlift and sealift, 
or joint training operations) to meet such al-
liance requirements or national security in-
terests, with such alternatives identified and 
described in detail. 

(E) The costs and force structure configu-
rations associated with such alternatives to 
forward deployment. 

(F) The financial contributions that allies 
of the United States make to common de-
fense efforts (to promote democratization, 
economic stabilization, transparency ar-
rangements, defense economic conversion, 
respect for the rule of law, and internation-
ally recognized human rights). 

(G) The contributions that allies of the 
United States make to meeting the sta-
tioning costs associated with the forward de-
ployment of elements of the United States 
Armed Forces. 

(H) The annual expenditures of the United 
States and its allies on national defense, and 
the relative percentages of each nation’s 
gross domestic product constituted by those 
expenditures. 

(2) The President shall submit to Congress 
a report on the review under paragraph (1). 
The report shall be submitted not later than 
March 1, 1997, in classified and unclassified 
form. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. I support the amend-
ment. I would like to point out that 
after this amendment technical correc-
tion is made, the Senator from New 
Jersey has made it clear that he will 
block further progress on the Depart-
ment of Defense authorization bill. The 
Senator from New Jersey can speak to 
it for himself, as to why he chooses to 
block a bill concerning the defense and 
security of the Nation on Friday of the 
beginning date of recess. 

As I say, I do not pretend to describe 
it. I think it is irresponsible. I think it 
is unnecessary. We worked very, very 
hard on this bill for months of hear-
ings, of markup. We have been on this 
bill now for many, many days. We are 
nearing the end. And the Senator from 
New Jersey has decided that he will 
prevent this body from moving for-
ward. 

I hope whatever problems that he has 
can be resolved, but I believe, if I 
might say, from a personal standpoint, 
this is sort of an indicator of a very un-
pleasant kind of environment that has 
begun to permeate this body. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey has the right, as 
a Senator, to block this legislation and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. He 
has that right. I do not deny him that 
right. 

But I, frankly, am befuddled as to 
why he would want to block legislation 
that concerns the welfare of hundreds 
of thousands of young men and women 
in the military. It has enormous im-
pact for the security of this Nation. 
Frankly, I think the American people 
might deserve an explanation from the 
Senator from New Jersey as to why he 
chooses to block a bill that has to do 
with the defense and security of this 
Nation. I regret it. I hope he will recon-
sider his blockage of further progress 
on this bill, as it is important to the 

lives of hundreds of thousands of young 
Americans who are members of the 
military as well as the security of the 
country. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

lest it be misunderstood, the insinu-
ation that I have just heard that I want 
to prevent the armed services from 
doing their job, prevent the author-
izing legislation from going through, is 
hardly the appropriate characteriza-
tion of the condition we are in. 

The Senator from New Jersey re-
serves his right, as a U.S. Senator, to 
take an action to respond to an action 
that was begun on the Republican side. 
Last week we had a resolution devel-
oped, enthusiastically supported by 
both sides of the aisle, to caution the 
Arab countries surrounding Israel not 
to gang up on Israel, not to start with 
bellicose statements, making demands 
that were unrealistic before the Gov-
ernment could even be formed. But 
someone on the Republican side chose 
at the last minute, Friday last, within 
10 minutes of the time we were ready 
to recess for the weekend—chose to put 
a hold on it. The suggestion was the 
resolution that I wrote—that my name 
be dropped and others’ substituted. 
Silly, petty stuff. 

So, when there is an accusation 
here—and I think I have served this 
body well—coming from a distin-
guished Senator like the Senator from 
Arizona, no one challenges his right to 
say what he chooses and to stand up 
proudly as someone who served his 
country well. By the same token, in 
fairness, no one has a right to assail 
my motives. This is very clear. You 
have never, never seen Senator LAU-
TENBERG on this floor stopping action 
in the 14 years that I have been here. 
So it has to be an unusual condition 
that would occasion this. 

Mr. President, I want to move this 
bill along, I want to get it out of the 
way, but I want someone on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle to come up and 
tell me why there is a problem just be-
cause it has a New Jersey attachment. 
That is hardly the way we do business 
here. It is a vendetta against the State; 
it is a vendetta against the Senator. I 
am not going to put up with it. 

Unfortunately, we have to call atten-
tion to things sometimes. I have seen 
the Senator from Arizona and others 
on that side of the aisle take advantage 
of the process to make sure that their 
voices and their concerns were heard. 
And so it is. Thank you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COVERDELL). The Senator from Ari-
zona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, as the 
Senator from New Jersey knows, when 
I prefaced my remarks, I fully ac-
knowledged the right of the Senator 
from New Jersey to exercise his rights 
as a Senator. I respect those rights. 

The Senator from New Jersey has ex-
plained his reasons for not allowing the 

Senate to proceed with the Department 
of Defense bill. That is his right to do 
that. 

I state again that there is a great 
deal at stake here. There are issues 
that are important to the security of 
the country that we are considering. I 
am sure that the Senator from New 
Jersey would agree with that. I simply 
urge him to allow us to move forward 
and proceed with the orderly disposi-
tion of a bill that we have been on now 
since last Friday. 

Mr. President, what is the pending 
business? 

AMENDMENT NO. 4387 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair advises the Senator from Arizona 
that amendment No. 4387 is pending. 

Mr. McCAIN. I urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. NUNN. I urge the adoption of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this is the 
seventh day of debate on S. 1745. We 
have been on and off this bill. There 
have been interruptions. But for the 
last 2 or 3 days, we have been on it 
most of the time. 

I would like to acquaint our col-
leagues, as everybody I know is pre-
pared to try to leave town today, as to 
where we are on this bill. 

We have had 6 days of debate, with 
total time of debate 55 hours 10 min-
utes. We have disposed of 111 amend-
ments as follows: 91 were adopted by 
voice vote; 5 were adopted by rollcall 
vote; 1 was defeated by voice vote; 3 
were defeated by rollcall vote; 5 were 
tabled by rollcall votes; 6 were with-
drawn; 2 failed to be tabled by rollcall 
vote. 

There have been a total of 15 rollcall 
votes, including the cloture vote on 
June 26. 

Of the amendments, 63 were offered 
by people who were not on the Armed 
Services Committee; I believe 32 Demo-
cratic amendments, 31 Republican 
amendments. Armed Services Com-
mittee members: 20 Democratic amend-
ments, 28 Republican amendments. 

We really have had a balanced kind 
of approach to this, including balanced 
amendments and bipartisan amend-
ments that were relevant to this bill. 
That is about balanced, too. 

I have not tried to keep score, but 
when we have amendments that have 
nothing to do with the jurisdiction of 
this bill or when we have things poured 
over on this bill that have no bearing, 
as we do right now at the moment, we 
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get delayed and it is very hard to finish 
this bill. 

Starting about 10 o’clock, everybody 
will be walking in demanding to know 
when we are going to finish this bill 
and when they can catch a plane. If 
they are really interested in doing 
that, then what they should do is— 
right now on our side, we have an 
amendment by Senator CONRAD, an 
amendment by Senator DASCHLE, an 
amendment by Senator FEINGOLD, an 
amendment by Senator FEINSTEIN, two 
amendments by Senator FORD. Senator 
HARKIN has one; Senator JOHNSTON has 
two; Senator LAUTENBERG has one; 
Senator LEVIN has three; Senator 
CONRAD has one. 

These are all amendments that are 
not worked out and appear to either 
have to be substantially altered or 
they will require rollcall votes and de-
bate. 

We have two unanimous-consent re-
quests which we are going to be posing 
in a little while. If those two consent 
agreements go through, then we have a 
chance of finishing this bill at a rea-
sonable hour today. If they do not go 
through, no chance—no chance. 

In addition, though, if those two 
unanimous-consent agreements go 
through, we are going to have to have 
time agreements on these amendments. 
I believe there are probably three or 
four amendments on the Republican 
side of the aisle. We are going to have 
to have time agreements on them. The 
time agreements are going to have to 
be short, and by short, I mean 20 min-
utes each equally divided. If we do not, 
then there is not going to be any way 
to go home this afternoon. The major-
ity leader will make that determina-
tion, not me. The floor managers will 
have recommendations to the majority 
leader and the minority leader, but 
they will make the decision. 

The majority leader has said over 
and over and over again he intends to 
finish this bill. I believe it, and I think 
that is the appropriate course. If we 
come back here with this bill hanging 
out there for the next 10 days, based on 
my experience, we will have an average 
of 40 new amendments a day that staff 
will be dreaming up, unless we send all 
the staff on vacation, which might be a 
good idea, because 40 amendments a 
day times 7 or 8 days, we will have 
somewhere around 300 more amend-
ments to this bill. It will just grow and 
grow and grow. It is easy. 

We can easily spend the rest of this 
session on this bill. It would not be dif-
ficult at all. We can just say we will 
have all the amendments come on the 
armed services bill. We will take them 
all to conference. The Speaker will ap-
point the whole House of Representa-
tives to the conference. We cannot get 
435 people in the room, but here we go, 
because so many amendments do not 
have anything to do with this bill. 

When we get to conference, our con-
ferees on the House side and Senate 
side cannot make decisions that relate 
to the Judiciary Committee or others. 

When people continue to put amend-
ments that are not relevant on this 
bill, that is what happens, and we sim-
ply will not be able to get it done. 

If we do not get this bill passed, we 
will have a hard time passing the ap-
propriations bill on Defense, and every-
body knows we must pass these two 
bills. 

It is my hope, No. 1, that we can 
clear this immediate problem we have 
with the Senator from New Jersey and 
that we can move forward to get all 
these cleared amendments done by 9:30; 
otherwise, we are going to eat into 
time on the other side of the cloture 
vote. 

I have to tell everyone that, if we do 
not clear these amendments by 9:30, 
any of them that are not only not rel-
evant, but not germane—and that is a 
very technical term; a lot of them are 
not germane to this bill—they will be 
ruled out if cloture is invoked. So if 
cloture is invoked, we will have a lot of 
people who thought they had amend-
ments worked out or who are getting 
them worked out, who will not be able 
to get them passed. That is another 
consideration. 

It is my hope, No. 1, that the Senator 
from New Jersey and the Senator from 
Texas will have a conversation and we 
can get that matter ironed out and 
moved forward and clear these amend-
ments in the next 20 minutes; No. 2, 
that we can get these two unanimous- 
consent agreements entered into as 
soon as the leadership is prepared to 
propose them; and, No. 3, that we can 
get this list of amendments and get a 
time agreement on every one of them. 
The time agreements are going to have 
to be anywhere from 10 minutes to 20 
minutes; otherwise, I hope no one will 
walk in at around 11 o’clock and say, 
‘‘Can I catch my 11:30 plane?″ because 
it will be beyond the ability of the 
managers of this bill to make that hap-
pen. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from New Jersey for permitting me to 
make those remarks. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I am not 
calling an amendment up here, for the 
information of my friend from New 
Jersey. I just want to make it clear, 
Mr. President, we are voting on a clo-
ture motion at 9:30. There is nothing I 
would rather do than invoke cloture, 
but I do not think we can do it at this 
stage, in fairness to our colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle. I will vote 
against cloture for that reason. 

No. 1, we do not have unanimous-con-
sent agreements, that are very impor-
tant, that relate to things beyond this 

bill, that relate to the whole ballistic 
missile debate, which we hope to have. 
We hope to lay down three different 
proposals on ballistic missile defense, 
including the Dole-Gingrich proposal, 
the Clinton administration proposal, 
and the proposal I will have. We think 
we are on the verge of working that 
out. 

We have also a couple provisions in 
this bill that, unless they are changed, 
this bill is very likely to be a veto can-
didate. All of us who want to see this 
enacted into law would like to see 
those changes so we do not go into the 
House conference with two provisions 
that are identical to the House provi-
sions, which means that they would 
not have the flexibility of changing 
them, which means the administration 
is likely to veto any bill coming out. 
So changing those two amendments re-
lating to missile defense and the ABM 
Treaty is also important. So without 
those unanimous consents we cannot 
do that. If we vote cloture, we are not 
likely to get the unanimous consents. 

In addition, we have 27 amendments 
that have been cleared on both sides. 
We had hoped to have all these done 
this morning, but they are not done be-
cause we have not been able to get 
them done. 

So everyone should know and be 
warned that if cloture were to be in-
voked, these amendments, I am in-
formed, would not be germane, would 
not be in order, and could not be agreed 
to. 

We have an amendment by Senator 
MCCAIN on Bosnia that we do not be-
lieve is germane; we have an amend-
ment by Senator EXON on the Lincoln 
Airport we do not believe is germane; 
Senator ROBB has an amendment on 
budget request displays we do not 
think is germane; Senator SARBANES 
has an amendment that is on the For-
est Glen Annex we do not believe is 
germane; Senator BINGAMAN has an 
amendment on the White Sands land 
exchange which is not germane. 

All of them are relevant to the de-
fense bill, relate to defense, but they do 
not meet the technical definition of 
germaneness, which is very narrow, as 
Bob Dove, the Parliamentarian, knows, 
and the occupant of the chair from 
Georgia knows. 

We have an amendment by Mr. SMITH 
which is not germane; we have an 
amendment by Mr. JOHNSTON which is 
not germane; worked out, we can ac-
cept it, but it cannot be done if cloture 
is invoked. We have one by Mr. DOMEN-
ICI which is not germane, another one 
by Mr. DOMENICI not germane. Mr. HEF-
LIN has an amendment that is not ger-
mane; Mr. LOTT, Mr. EXON, Mr. GLENN, 
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. COHEN, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. DOMENICI another 
one, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. SMITH, Mr. ROBB, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SMITH, Mr. GLENN, Mr. 
CHAFEE, and Mr. THURMOND. We do not 
believe these are germane. There may 
be one or two of them we have on this 
list that are. But 95 percent of them 
are not. 
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I want to inform our colleagues on 

both sides, if the cloture vote is passed, 
none of these amendments will be able 
to go on this bill. I do not have a prob-
lem myself, but I do think a lot of our 
colleagues will have a problem. 

I hope that cloture is not invoked. It 
is also my hope, though, that we are 
going to be able to get this list down 
and people are going to drop amend-
ments and that we are going to break 
this impasse between the Senator from 
New Jersey and the Senator from 
Texas. I hope that can be done and that 
we can move this bill forward. 

It is also my view that a lot of these 
amendments, even those that look like 
they are going to take rollcall votes, 
are likely to disappear as the planes 
start flying out this afternoon. But if 
we do not get these unanimous consent 
requests, we are going to be here a long 
time, according to the majority leader, 
and we are going to be here tonight. So 
everyone should be on notice of that. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I, 
too, want to see this bill moved. There 
has been a lot of hard and very 
thoughtful work that has gone into it. 
We are at a time when passage, or at 
least an attempt at passage, would be 
the best order of business. 

Mr. President, this is the defense au-
thorization bill. The effects of this bill 
begin on October 1 of this year. The re-
sults of the authorization that might 
pass here today will be put into place 
starting October 1, 1996, 4 months from 
now. So there is an urgency because of 
the amount of work that has gone into 
it. 

My friend and colleague, the Senator 
from Georgia, and the floor manager, 
Senator MCCAIN, have worked very 
hard to get us to a point in time when 
action can be taken to resolve some 
differences. I would like that done. I 
feel badly that we are in this momen-
tary state of suspension. When I hear 
from our friends on the other side that 
they want to work cooperatively, then 
I am prepared to move things along ex-
peditiously. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF ALFRED C. 
DECOTIIS, OF NEW JERSEY, TO 
BE A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO 
THE FIFTIETH SESSION OF THE 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to executive session 
to consider the following nomination: 
Calendar No. 529, Alfred C. DeCotiis, of 
New Jersey, to be a representative of 
the United States of America to the 
50th session of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations. 

I ask for immediate consideration of 
his nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of Alfred C. DeCotiis, 
of New Jersey, to be a representative of 
the United States of America to the 
50th session of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the nomination be 
confirmed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, the President be 
immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action, and the Senate then imme-
diately return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nomination considered and con-
firmed is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Alfred C. DeCotiis, of New Jersey, to be a 
Representative of the United States of Amer-
ica to the Fiftieth Session of the General As-
sembly of the United Nations. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator from 
Arizona for working this out. That was 
a big roadblock. I appreciate his dili-
gence in doing that. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we return to 
consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997 

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, pursuant to rule 
XXII, the Chair lays before the Senate 
the pending cloture motion, which the 
clerk will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 

Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on Calendar 
No. 433, S. 1745, the Department of Defense 
authorization bill: 

Trent Lott, Don Nickles, Dirk Kemp-
thorne, Rod Grams, Jim Jeffords, Craig 
Thomas, Kay Bailey Hutchison, Chris-
topher S. Bond, John Ashcroft, Conrad 
Burns, Judd Gregg, Larry Pressler, 
Orrin G. Hatch, Mitch McConnell, 
Hank Brown, Sheila Frahm. 

VOTE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

mandatory quorum call has been 
waived. The question is, Is it the sense 
of the Senate that debate on S. 1745, 
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion bill, shall be brought to a close? 
The yeas and nays are required. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
INHOFE] are necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS] and 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP-
ERS] are necessarily absent. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 53, 
nays 43, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 181 Leg.] 
YEAS—53 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frahm 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pell 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—43 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 
Feinstein 

Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—4 

Baucus 
Bumpers 

Hatfield 
Inhofe 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote the yeas are 53, the nays are 43. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is not agreed 
to. 

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Wis-
consin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Chair. I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendments be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 4388 

(Purpose: To require a cost-benefit analysis 
of the F/A–18E/F aircraft program) 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk relating to 
the F/A–18E/F program on behalf of 
myself and Senator KOHL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANTORUM). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-
GOLD], for himself and Mr. KOHL, proposes an 
amendment numbered 4388. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle B of title II, add the 

following: 
SEC. 223. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF F/A–18E/F 

AIRCRAFT PROGRAM. 
(a) REPORT ON PROGRAM.—Not later than 

March 30, 1997, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report on the F/A/–18E/F aircraft pro-
gram. 

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report shall 
contain the following: 

(1) A review of the F/A/–18E/F aircraft pro-
gram. 

(2) An analysis and estimate of the produc-
tion costs of the program for the total num-
ber of aircraft realistically expected to be 
procured at each of three annual production 
rates as follows: 

(A) 18 aircraft. 
(B) 24 aircraft. 
(C) 36 aircraft. 
(3) A comparison of the costs and benefits 

of the program with the costs and benefits of 
the F/A–18C/D aircraft program taking into 
account the operational combat effective-
ness of the aircraft. 

(c) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS PENDING 
TRANSMITTAL OF REPORT.—No funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act may be 
obligated or expended for the procurement of 
F/A–18E/F aircraft before the date that is 90 
days after the date on which the congres-
sional defense committees receive the report 
required under subsection (a). 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, this 
amendment would ‘‘fence’’ the funds 
authorized for production of the 12 F/ 
A–18E/F’s authorized in this legislation 
until such time as the Department of 
Defense [DOD] submits a cost/benefit 
analysis to Congress and Congress has 
an opportunity to evaluate whether 
production of this aircraft should com-
mence, in light of the cost and con-
cerns about the benefit of the F/A–18E/ 
F in contrast to the F/A–18C/D, a far 
less costly yet extremely capable air-
craft. 

The genesis for this amendment re-
sulted from a General Accounting Of-
fice [GAO] draft report made available 
recently entitled ‘‘Navy Aviation: F/A– 
18E/F will Provide Marginal Oper-
ational Improvement at High Cost’’. In 
this report GAO studied the rationale 
and need for the F/A–18E/F in order to 
determine whether continued develop-
ment of the aircraft is the most cost- 
effective approach to modernizing the 
Navy’s tactical aircraft fleet. GAO con-
cluded that the marginal improve-

ments of the F/A–18E/F are outweighed 
by the high cost of the program. 

Mr. President, in our current fiscal 
climate, I have serious concerns about 
authorizing funding for such a costly 
program which according to GAO will 
deliver only marginal improvements 
over the current C/D version of the F/ 
A–18. 

As GAO noted in its report, at a pro-
jected total program cost of $89.15 bil-
lion, the F/A–18E/F program is one of 
the most costly aviation programs in 
the Department of Defense. The total 
program cost is comprised of $5.833 bil-
lion in development costs and $83.35 
billion in procurement costs for 1,000 
aircraft. The administration has re-
quested $2.09 billion in fiscal year 1997 
for the procurement of 12 F/A–18E/F’s. 
To date, the Navy has already spent 
$3.75 billion on the research and devel-
opment phase of the F/A–18E/F pro-
gram. 

Before I begin to describe GAO’s find-
ings, I would first like to discuss brief-
ly the role of the F/A–18 aircraft in our 
Nation’s overall naval aviation force 
structure. The Navy performs its car-
rier-based missions with a mix of fight-
er (air-to-air combat), strike (air-to- 
ground combat), and strike/fighter 
(multicombat role) aircraft. Currently, 
carrier based F–14 fighter aircraft per-
form air-to-air missions; A6E’s perform 
air-to-ground missions; and F/A–18’s 
perform both air-to-air and air-to- 
ground missions. The F/A–18E/F Super 
Hornet is the latest version of the 
Navy’s carrier-based F/A–18 strike/ 
fighter plane. 

The Navy has based the need for de-
velopment and procurement of the F/A– 
18E/F on existing or projected oper-
ational deficiencies of the F/A–18C/D in 
the following key areas: strike range, 
carrier recovery payload and surviv-
ability. In addition, the Navy notes 
limitations of current C/D’s with re-
spect to avionics growth space and pay-
load capacity. In its report, GAO con-
cludes that the operational deficiencies 
in the C/D that the Navy cited in justi-
fying the E/F either have not material-
ized as projected or such deficiencies 
can be corrected with nonstructural 
changes to the current C/D and addi-
tional upgrades made which would fur-
ther improve its capabilities. 

One of the primary reasons the Navy 
cites in justifying the E/F is the need 
for increased range and the C/D’s in-
ability to perform long-range 
unrefueled missions against high-value 
targets. However, GAO concludes that 
the Navy’s F/A–18 strike range require-
ments can be met by either the F/A– 
18E/F or F/A–18C/D. Furthermore, it 
concludes that the increased range of 
the E/F is achieved at the expense of 
its aerial combat performance, and 
that even with increased range, both 
aircraft will still require aerial refuel-
ing for low-altitude missions. 

The F/A–18E/F specification require-
ments call for the aircraft to have a 
flight range of 390 nautical miles [nm] 
while performing low-altitude bombing 

missions. The F/A–18E/F will achieve a 
strike range of 465 nm while per-
forming low-altitude missions by car-
rying 2 external 480 gallon fuel tanks. 
While current C/D’s achieve a flight 
range of 325 nm with 2–330 gallon fuel 
tanks while performing low-altitude 
missions—65 nm below the specifica-
tion requirement of the E/F—when 
they are equipped with the 2–480 gallon 
external fuel tanks that are planned to 
be used on the E/F, the C/D can achieve 
a strike range of 393 nm on low-alti-
tude missions. 

Recent Navy range predictions show 
that the F/A–18E/F is expected to have 
a 683 nm strike range when flying a 
more fuel-efficient, survivable, and le-
thal high-altitude mission profile rath-
er than the specified low-altitude pro-
file. Similarly, although F/A–18E/F 
range will be greater than the F/A–18C/ 
D, the C/D could achieve strike 
ranges—566 nm with 3–330 gallon fuel 
tanks or 600 nm with 2–480 gallon tanks 
and 1–330 gallon tank—far greater than 
the target distances stipulated in the 
E/F’s system specifications by flying 
the same high-altitude missions as the 
E/F. Additionally, according to GAO, 
the E/F’s increased strike range is 
achieved at the expense of the air-
craft’s aerial combat performance as 
evidenced by its sustained turn rate, 
maneuvering, and acceleration which 
impact its ability to maneuver in ei-
ther offensive or defensive modes. 

Mr. President, another significant 
reason the Navy cites in developing the 
F/A–18E/F is an anticipated deficiency 
in F/A–18C carrier recovery payload— 
the amount of fuel, weapons and exter-
nal equipment that an aircraft can 
carry when returning from a mission 
and landing on a carrier. The defi-
ciency in carrier recovery payload 
which the Navy anticipated of the F/A– 
18C simply has not materialized. When 
initially procured, F/A–18C’s had a 
total carrier recovery payload of 6,300 
pounds. Because of the Navy’s decision 
to increase the F/A–18C’s maximum al-
lowable carrier landing weight and a 
lower aircraft operating weight result-
ing from technological improvements, 
the F/A–18C now has a carrier recovery 
payload of 7,113 pounds. 

F/A–18C’s operating in support of 
Bosnian operations are now routinely 
returning to carriers with operational 
loads of 7,166 pounds, which exceeds the 
Navy’s stated carrier recovery payload 
capacity. This recovery payload is sub-
stantially greater than the Navy pro-
jected it would be and is even greater 
than when the F/A–18C was first intro-
duced in 1988. In addition, GAO notes 
that while it is not necessary, upgrad-
ing F/A–18C’s with stronger landing 
gear could allow them to recover car-
rier payloads of more than 10,000 
pounds—greater than that sought for 
the F/A–18E/F—9,000 pounds. 

While the Navy also cites a need to 
improve combat survivability in justi-
fying the development of the F/A–18E/ 
F, it was not developed to counter a 
particular military threat that could 
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not be met with existing or improved 
F/A–18C/D’s. Additional improvements 
have subsequently been made or are 
planned for the F/A–18C/D to enhance 
its survivability including improve-
ments to reduce its radar detectability, 
while survivability improvements of 
the F/A–18E/F are questionable. For ex-
ample, because the F/A–18E/F will be 
carrying weapons and fuel externally, 
the radar signature reduction improve-
ments derived from the structural de-
sign of the aircraft will be diminished 
and will only help the aircraft pene-
trate slightly deeper than the F/A–18C/ 
D into an integrated defensive system 
before being detected. 

In addition to noting the operational 
capability improvements in justifying 
the development of the F/A–18E/F, the 
Navy also notes limitations of current 
C/D’s with respect to avionics growth 
space and payload capacity. The Navy 
predicted that by the mid-1990’s the F/ 
A–18C/D would not have growth space 
to accommodate additional new weap-
ons and systems under development. 
Specifically, the Navy predicted that 
by fiscal year 1996 C/D’s would only 
have 0.2 cubic feet of space available 
for future avionics growth; however, 5.3 
cubic feet of available space have been 
identified for future system growth. 
Furthermore, technological advance-
ments such as miniaturization, 
modularity, and consolidation may re-
sult in additional growth space for fu-
ture avionics. 

The Navy also stated that the F/A– 
18E/F will provide increased payload 
capacity as a result of two new out-
board weapons stations; however, un-
less current problems concerning weap-
ons release are resolved—airflow prob-
lems around the fuselage and weapons 
stations—the types and amounts of 
weapons the E/F can carry will be re-
stricted and the possible payload in-
crease may be negated. Also, while the 
E/F will provide a marginal increase in 
air-to-air capability by carrying two 
extra missiles, it will not increase its 
ability to carry the heavier, precision- 
guided, air-to-ground weapons that are 
capable of hitting fixed and mobile 
hard targets and the heavier stand-off 
weapons that will be used to increase 
aircraft survivability. 

Understanding that the F/A–18E/F 
may not deliver as significant oper-
ational capability improvements as 
originally expected, I would now like 
to focus on the cost of the F/A–18E/F 
program and possible alternatives to it. 
As previously mentioned, the total pro-
gram cost of the F/A–18E/F is projected 
to be $89.15 billion. These program 
costs are based on the procurement as-
sumption of 1,000 aircraft—660 by the 
Navy and 340 by the Marine Corps—at 
an annual production rate of 72 aircraft 
per year. As the GAO report points out, 
these figures are overstated. According 
to Marine Corps officials and the Ma-
rine Corps aviation master plan, the 
Marine Corps does not intend to buy 
any F/A–18E/F’s and, therefore, the pro-
jected 1,000 aircraft buy is overstated 
by 340 aircraft. 

Furthermore, the Congress has stat-
ed that an annual production rate of 72 
aircraft is probably not feasible due to 
funding limitations and directed the 
Navy to calculate costs based on more 
realistic production rates as 18, 36 and 
54 aircraft per year. In fact, according 
to the Congressional Research Service: 
‘‘No naval aircraft have been bought in 
such quantities in recent years, and it 
is unlikely that such annual buys will 
be funded in the 1990’s, given expected 
force reductions and lower inventory 
requirements and the absence of con-
sensus about future military threats.’’ 

Using the Navy’s overstated assump-
tions about the total number of planes 
procured and an estimated annual pro-
duction rate of 72 aircraft per year, the 
Navy calculates the unit recurring 
flyaway cost of the F/A–18E/F—costs 
related to the production of the basic 
aircraft—at $44 million. However, using 
GAO’s more realistic assumptions of 
the procurement of 660 aircraft by the 
Navy, at a production rate of 36 air-
craft per year, the unit recurring 
flyaway cost of the E/F balloons to $53 
million. This is compared to the $28 
million unit recurring flyaway cost of 
the F/A–18C/D based on a production 
rate of 36 aircraft per year. Thus, GAO 
estimates that this cost difference in 
unit recurring flyaway would result in 
a savings of almost $17 billion if the 
Navy were to procure 660 F/A–18C/D’s 
rather than 660 F/A–18E/F’s. 

Mr. President, this is certainly a sig-
nificant amount of savings. Now I 
know that some of my colleagues will 
say that by halting production of the 
F/A–18E/F and instead relying on the F/ 
A–18C/D, we will be mortgaging the fu-
ture of our naval aviation fleet. How-
ever, Mr. President, there is a far less 
costly program already being devel-
oped which may yield more significant 
returns in operational capability. This 
program is the Joint Advanced Strike 
Technology or JAST Program. 

The JAST Program office is cur-
rently developing technology for a 
family of affordable next generation 
Joint Strike Fighter [JSF] aircraft for 
the Air Force, Marine Corps, and Navy. 
The JSF is expected to be a stealthy 
strike aircraft built on a single produc-
tion line with a high degree of parts 
and cost commonality. The driving 
focus of JAST is affordability achieved 
by tri-service commonality. The Navy 
plans to procure 300 JSF’s with a pro-
jected initial operational capability 
around 2007. 

Contractor concept exploration and 
demonstration studies indicate that 
the JSF will have superior or com-
parable capabilities in all Navy tac-
tical aircraft mission areas, especially 
range and survivability, at far less cost 
than the F/A–18E/F. The JSF is ex-
pected to be a stand alone, stealthy, 
first-day-of-the-war survivable air-
craft. Overall, the JSF is expected to 
be more survivable and capable than 
any existing or planned tactical air-
craft in strike and air-to-air missions, 
with the possible exception of the F–22 

in air-to-air missions. The Navy’s JSF 
variant is also expected to have longer 
ranges than the F/A–18E/F to attack 
high-value targets without using exter-
nal tanks or tanking. Unlike the F/A– 
18E/F which would carry all of its 
weapons externally, the Navy’s JSF 
will carry at least 4 weapons for both 
air-to-air and air-to-ground combat in-
ternally, thereby maximizing its 
stealthiness and increasing its surviv-
ability. Finally, the JSF would not re-
quire jamming support from EA–6B air-
craft as does the F/A–18E/F in carrying 
out its mission in the face of inte-
grated air defense systems. 

While the JSF is expected to have su-
perior operational capabilities, it is ex-
pected to be developed and procured at 
far less expense than the F/A–18E/F. In 
fact, the unit recurring flyaway cost of 
the Navy’s JSF is estimated to range 
from $32 to $40 million depending on 
which contractor design is chosen for 
the aircraft, as compared to GAO’s $53 
million estimate for the F/A–18E/F. Ad-
ditional cost benefits of the JSF would 
result from having common aircraft 
spare parts, simplified technical speci-
fications, and reduced support equip-
ment variations, as well as reductions 
in aircrew and maintenance training 
requirements. 

Given the enormous cost and mar-
ginal improvement in operational ca-
pabilities the F/A–18E/F would provide, 
it seems that the justification for the 
E/F is not as evident as once thought. 
Operational deficiencies in the C/D air-
craft either have not materialized or 
can be corrected with nonstructural 
changes to the plane. As a result, pro-
ceeding with the E/F Program may not 
be the most cost-effective approach to 
modernizing the Navy’s tactical air-
craft fleet. In the short term, the Navy 
can continue to procure the F/A–18C/D 
aircraft, while upgrading it to improve 
further its operational capabilities. For 
the long term, the Navy can look to-
ward the next generation strike fight-
er, the JSF, which will provide more 
operational capability at far less cost 
than the E/F. 

Mr. President, succinctly put, the 
Navy needs an aircraft that will bridge 
between the current force and the new, 
superior JSF which will be operational 
around 2007. The question is whether 
the F/A–18C/D can serve that function, 
as it has demonstrated its ability to 
exceed predicted capacity or whether 
we should proceed with an expensive, 
new plane for a marginal level of im-
provement. The $17 billion difference in 
projected costs does not appear to pro-
vide a significant return on our invest-
ment. In times of severe fiscal con-
straints and a need to look at all areas 
of the budget to identify more cost-ef-
fective approaches, the F/A–18E/F is a 
project in need of reevaluation. 

For these reasons, I think it would be 
prudent to take a go-slow approach to-
ward the F/A–18E/F program and allow 
the Congress sufficient time to evalu-
ate GAO’s findings and obtain a thor-
ough response from DOD to these 
issues. I ask my colleagues to support 
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my amendment to fence all fiscal year 
1997 funds authorizing the production 
of F/A–18E/F’s until certain conditions 
are met. I thank my colleagues and I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this 

particular aircraft program has been 
thoroughly examined for program 
costs, schedule, technical performance, 
and recent test results. The program is 
on schedule and on cost. 

This is one of those clear examples of 
where the GAO and the Department of 
Defense are at odds on certain data, 
and I respect fully the very detailed 
presentation by our distinguished col-
league from Wisconsin. But I have to 
assure Members of the Senate that this 
is a matter that has been examined by 
the Armed Services Committee, and we 
will strongly oppose the amendment. 

The analytical tests for the decision 
to begin engineering and manufac-
turing development of the program was 
thoroughly examined by the Depart-
ment of the Navy and the Department 
of Defense in 1992. A number of studies 
which looked at the future of naval 
aviation, projected threats and the ca-
pabilities required to defeat those 
threats were considered. To say now it 
is a better idea to remain with the ear-
lier model of the 18, in our judgment, 
ignores all of the analyses that went 
into the decisions to develop the newer 
model and threatens one of the best 
run developmental programs and pro-
duction programs in progress today. 

Therefore, Mr. President, the amend-
ment would have the effect of delaying 
the 18 E/F program for up to 8 months 
at heavy costs to the American tax-
payers until we get another study. 
There will always be more capable pro-
grams postulated for the future and 
there will always be lesser programs as 
we look over the past. This program 
has met all the requirements placed on 
it, is on schedule and at cost. There-
fore, I urge the Senate to oppose the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I see the presence on 
the floor of the Senator from Missouri 
who has spent a great deal of time in 
this program. 

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, brief-

ly to respond to the Senator from Vir-
ginia, I appreciate his remarks and his 
great knowledge in this area, particu-
larly when it comes to the Navy. 

Let me simply remind my colleagues 
what this amendment seeks to do. It 
asks, in light of this recently released 
GAO report, released yesterday, that 
we fence the money until such time as 
the Department of Defense provides us 
with a response to this, and then there 
will be just a 90-day period afterward, 
during which we would have an oppor-
tunity to look at it and GAO would 
look at it. 

This is a serious report. There may 
be disagreement. When you are talking 

about $17 billion between the C/D and 
Super Hornet, I think it deserves a 
look. I am not suggesting, nor have I 
suggested, the E/F is a bad airplane. 
Clearly, many of the things you indi-
cated about its capabilities are there. 

The question that was raised by the 
report was whether or not the current 
C/D plane can provide these benefits 
and that perhaps we could move di-
rectly from the C/D plane on to the 
JSF plane as a cheaper and most cost- 
effective way. All we are suggesting 
here then is this brief period when we 
would have a chance to see whether the 
GAO was on the right track and see 
what the Department of Defense has to 
say about it. 

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have to 

oppose the amendment as it is now 
worded. I have no objection whatsoever 
to getting the information on the GAO 
report from the military. I think that 
is appropriate. 

I think the Senator is absolutely 
right to raise these questions once you 
have a serious GAO report. But I do not 
think we can hold up the entire fund-
ing on this program. I am told it would 
cost an 8- to 12-month slip in the pro-
gram, and then assuming you go for-
ward with the program, you end up 
spending a whole lot more money. So, 
in an effort to save money, you end up 
spending a lot more money. 

So I have to oppose the amendment 
as it is now worded. If the Senator 
would like to have his staff work with 
our staff to hold up a reasonable 
amount of money so it does not throw 
the whole schedule off, to assure the 
Senator that the report will be forth-
coming, I think that could be accom-
modated. But to hold up the entire 
funding, I would have to oppose that. 

I will leave it up to the Senator 
whether he would like to get a vote on 
this now or would like to take 10 min-
utes to see if there is a portion of the 
funding that would not disrupt the pro-
gram but would indicate the serious-
ness with which the information is re-
ceived. I think that would work. I have 
not discussed this with the other side 
of the aisle. It may be they will not 
want to do that. Maybe we ought to go 
ahead with a rollcall vote, if that is ap-
propriate, but I certainly defer to the 
Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I al-

ways appreciate the knowledge and ex-
perience of the Senator from Georgia 
and particularly his reasonableness. I 
certainly would like to take the oppor-
tunity to consult and see if there 
might be a way to work that out. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending amendment be set aside. 

Mr. BOND. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I will not object to setting aside 
the amendment, but I do want to add 
some points on the discussion of it. I 

have no objection to setting it aside, 
but I do seek the floor to respond to 
some of the questions raised by the 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, let me ex-
plain why I think this amendment is 
not appropriate, it is not a good idea. 
The distinguished Senator from Geor-
gia has already pointed out that an 
amendment like this, by delaying the 
production of the aircraft, would inevi-
tably do little more than add cost to 
the total program and to the total buy. 
There are ongoing studies. The Navy 
and the Defense Department have been 
conducting these studies. They have re-
views ongoing, and we will have access 
to not only their comments on the 
GAO report but their reviews. 

Let me say in summary, the GAO is 
not flying the airplane. The GAO peo-
ple are not the ones landing fully-weap-
ons-loaded airplanes on pitching air-
craft carriers in the ocean. The Navy 
people are. They are the ones who 
made a compelling case for this air-
plane and the need for it. I should point 
out the F/A–18E/F exceeds the interdic-
tion mission of the current C/D models 
in range by some 40 to 50 percent, re-
gardless of the mission profile. 

There is talk about adding additional 
tanks or larger tanks on the C/D, but 
these have been rejected because of re-
strictive load limitations and the 
structural operational limitations on 
the C/D on board the carrier. The Navy 
has conducted a thorough engineering 
analysis on the matter of putting larg-
er tanks, for example, on the C/D’s and 
concluded this was not suitable for car-
rier operations. 

The real question is the bringback 
capability. The current model of C/D 
fleet is at its operational limit in re-
gard to its ability to bring back weap-
ons. The E/F will be able to bring back 
the more advanced smart weapons 
which tend to be heavier than the ma-
jority of weapons in the fleet today. 
The E/F, the next generation of the 
Super Hornet, provides future room for 
future growth and flexibility to accom-
modate the technological advance-
ments into the next century. 

One point the GAO has made is that 
there is a waiver for the C/D’s landing 
restrictions. They say it is a perma-
nent waiver. Well, that is not true. 
NAVAIR has said the waiver was ac-
ceptable in the interim, but it was up 
to individual air wings to approve or 
disapprove depending on their own as-
sessments. 

Let me tell you, from the viewpoint 
of those who have flown on carriers and 
flown on and off of carriers at sea, 
what will have to happen. With the 
current C/D’s to bring back fully loaded 
the weapons and the fuel, the ship will 
have to increase its speed to maintain 
30 knots or more of wind over the deck, 
which will increase its fuel costs, 
whether nuclear or conventional; then 
the pilots will have to fly a full flap ap-
proach. But if the wind goes over 35 
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knots because of unpredictable winds, 
then the pilot is required by the Navy 
safety manual to fly at half lap and 
would not be able to land with the 
heavier strike munitions load. 

It is a small and costly window to 
achieve. Though in some instances it 
can be achieved, it is only because of 
the extreme skill of our carrier crews. 
It is not an ideal situation to put the 
pilots or the carrier crews at risk when 
there is such a limited window of ac-
ceptable operations. 

The new E/F Super Hornet will en-
able the carrier to cruise at its normal 
speed and the pilots will be able to fly 
the normal patterns. They will not 
have to drop either their weapons or 
dump their fuel into the ocean to below 
safe minimums to bring back our most 
sophisticated and expensive ordnance. 

Let us remember, however, that the 
F/A–18C/D models will continue to 
carry numerous ordnance loads safely 
and without restrictions covering 
many missions. It is only for certain 
strike mission loads that the waiver is 
required. But we have to plan for the 
future. For the Navy, that future 
should and must include the F/A–18E/F. 
The Super Hornet is desired by the cus-
tomer, the Navy, which has been con-
sistent and vocal in its support of pro-
curing the aircraft rapidly and effi-
ciently. 

Further delays in a go-slow approach 
for this program in its current stage 
are both inappropriate and costly. We 
cannot sit around and wait for future 
paper airplanes magically to appear. 
We have modified to the limit our older 
aircraft. 

For many years aviation, and naval 
aviation in particular, has been subject 
to technical, administrative and polit-
ical forces which have given it the ap-
pearance of having no direction. We 
have been clamoring for such direction. 
Now we have it. The Navy has said, 
‘‘This is what we need. This airplane is 
meeting our specs. We need it.’’ Let us 
go forward with it. 

I strongly urge this body not to be in 
a position of ‘‘go-slowing’’ this pro-
gram to death. Our pilots want the air-
craft. They need the aircraft to main-
tain their critical edge. I urge this 
body not to pull the wings off. Let us 
let the Navy get about the job of con-
tinuing to defend this Nation now and 
in the future. 

The F/A–18E/F program has been a 
model program, by any measure, and 
remains on cost, on schedule in meet-
ing all performance requirements. The 
Navy is developing, at one-half to one- 
third the cost of a new-start program, 
a highly capable carrier-based tactical 
aircraft. 

The amendment, as written, would 
divert program management attention 
away from the execution of the pro-
gram and, if yet another program re-
view were to be required, could impose 
as much as an 8-month delay in the 
program. This delay would affect the 3- 
year flight test program, the oper-
ational evaluation, and IOC of the first 
squadron. 

I think that the formal program re-
views which are already being con-
ducted are enough. The analytical 
basis of the program was thoroughly 
examined at the previous milestone de-
cision, and the program has performed 
precisely to the plan approved at that 
time. I believe there are studies going 
on, and thus this amendment is unnec-
essary to ensure that we continue to 
get the kind of additional capability 
that the Navy, its pilots, and its air-
craft crews demand and need. 

I urge my colleagues, if this amend-
ment is brought up for a vote, to op-
pose the amendment. I thank the Chair 
and yield the floor. 

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 
I am coming to the end of the debate 

on this portion. I want to respond to 
the Senator from Missouri very briefly. 

Let us be clear what we are attempt-
ing. We are in a period here where ev-
eryone in the country knows we are 
trying to find places where we can re-
duce spending. There are a number of 
areas that receive very strict scrutiny. 
There is a sense—it is not held by just 
one party—that perhaps sometimes the 
defense spending does not get the same 
scrutiny that other areas do. Some-
times it leads to defense bashing which 
may not be justified. It is even pos-
sible, if people get an attitude that the 
Defense Department expenditures are 
not scrutinized, that there may develop 
an attitude in this country that would 
actually threaten national security, 
that it may become difficult for those 
advocating defense expenditures to be 
believed, and that there are those who 
do not take a warning signal seriously. 

All that we are suggesting here in 
this amendment is that a very recent 
report, yesterday, from the General Ac-
counting Office says—not that this is a 
bad aircraft, I say to the Senator from 
Missouri, not that it does not provide 
perhaps some additional benefits; it 
may be and probably would turn out 
that in some areas this is a more capa-
ble airplane—but the question is, is the 
marginal benefit of those improve-
ments sufficient to justify a $17 billion 
difference in cost, vis-a-vis the C/D 
planes? That is the issue. 

We are not stopping the plane here. 
We are not saying it should never be 
continued. We are saying that when a 
report comes out from the GAO enti-
tled, ‘‘F/A–18E/F Will Provide Marginal 
Operational Improvement at High 
Cost,’’ it is incumbent on us in the U.S. 
Senate to stop for a bit and find out 
what it is all about. $17 billion is real 
money. 

If there is an opportunity here to ask 
some questions and find out maybe, 
just possibly, the Navy, the Defense 
Department could go with the C/D’s, I 
think that is our obligation. The Sen-
ator from Georgia has suggested per-
haps a way in which we can allow more 
of this to go forward while the ques-

tions are answered. We are exploring 
that at this point. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, there is no 

question that we need to study care-
fully all of the views and opinions and 
the best information available on any 
program like this. But I suggest that if 
you take a look at the series of reviews 
and experiments, tests, and evaluations 
that have been done on this plane and 
that will be done, there is no need, un-
less and until we find from the Navy 
that the GAO has raised questions 
which they have not addressed or we 
can find that responses by the Defense 
Department are not adequate, there is 
no reason to raise further the cost of 
this program and delay it even further. 

The Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
for Research, Development and Acqui-
sition completed a review of the F/A– 
18E/F program on March 25 of this 
year. As of that time, the program re-
view included program cost, schedule, 
and technical performance, examina-
tion of the formal exit criteria which 
had been approved at the previous 
milestone, and results of an early oper-
ational assessment conducted by the 
Navy’s commander, Operational Test 
and Evaluation Force. This assessment 
was based on extensive documentation 
review, modeling and simulation, and 
analysis flight test data from the first 
two test aircraft. 

In May 1996, notification was pro-
vided to Congress that the review had 
been successfully completed and the 
Navy had authorized contracting for 
long-lead items for the first low-rate 
initial production of the aircraft. 

The Office of the Secretary of De-
fense is scheduled to conduct another 
program review in March 1997. At that 
time, all aspects of the program will 
again be examined prior to authorizing 
full funding for the procurement of the 
first low-rate initial production air-
craft. 

The analytical basis for the decision 
to begin engineering and manufac-
turing development of the F/A–18E/F 
program was thoroughly evaluated by 
both the Department of the Navy and 
the Department of Defense prior to the 
milestone decision in May of 1992. 

Numerous studies which looked at 
the future of naval aviation, projected 
threats, and capabilities required to de-
feat those threats were considered as 
part of these analyses. It is not to say 
that we should not continue to review 
and analyze, look at the cost and deter-
mine the capability. That is an ongoing 
process. 

What I am saying, Mr. President, is 
we could significantly increase the cost 
of the program, throw production off 
schedule, and delay the availability of 
aircraft which the Navy said they have 
needed by putting a roadblock in the 
way of the initial low-rate production 
of the aircraft. This is not the time to 
throw a monkey wrench into a pro-
gram which has been on schedule, 
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above performance, and well within 
cost parameters at this time. 

I urge my colleagues not to delay the 
program. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Wisconsin and the 
Senator from Missouri. I think there 
has been a good debate on this. I sug-
gest the Senator lay aside his amend-
ment. We can see if we can find a way 
to see that the report is forthcoming, 
without disrupting the program. It 
seems to me that is the way to proceed. 

If not, I would be joined with the 
Senator from Missouri in moving to 
table the amendment. I believe the 
staff is prepared to work with your 
staff on this. 

I have a call in for the Senator from 
Michigan, Senator LEVIN, who has two 
amendments that will require rollcalls. 
In the meantime, I suggest we clear 
these amendments that have all been 
agreed to or are going to be agreed to 
by both sides. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the 
pending amendments have been laid 
aside. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4387 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the 

amendment I am offering is intended 
to better facilitate our pledge of mate-
rial assistance to the armed forces of 
the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
by ensuring the lowest fair price of the 
equipment we provide to their cause. 

When the President dispatched 
United States troops to Bosnia last 
year, he did so with the stipulation 
that they would be there only a year. 
The administration has since softened 
the deadline by indicating that troops 
may still be there on December 19, but 
that withdrawal will begin on that 
date. This latest commitment on with-
drawal is not entirely reassuring. It is 
quite plausible that withdrawal will 
begin as stated, but our overall pres-
ence there may be drawn out indefi-
nitely. 

A deadline was never an exit strat-
egy. Last year, when then Senate ma-
jority leader, Senator Bob Dole, and I 
led the effort to support the Presi-
dent’s prerogatives as Commander in 
Chief and indirectly to support his dis-
patch of more than 20,000 American 
troops to Bosnia, we made clear our 
reservations about simply imposing a 
deadline. We also suggested the outline 
of a true exit strategy. The centerpiece 
of that strategy, as Senator Dole and I 
have since repeated on countless occa-
sions, was United States leadership in 
the effort to adequately equip and 
train the Bosnian Armed Forces. Only 

when that nation can defend itself 
against aggression, which over the 
course of 31⁄2 years of war reduced its 
territory by half, will the peace be safe 
without us. 

We tried to address this issue last 
year by including $100 million in draw-
down authority for Bosnia in the For-
eign Operations appropriations bill. 
The amendment I am offering today 
simply seeks to ensure that the $100 
million in equipment to be transferred 
to Bosnia is accounted for in a manner 
similar to the way it is in the case of 
other American allies. I am not advo-
cating unlimited material support for 
Bosnia because of the impact on our 
own military readiness. But in order to 
get the most of the $100 million, we 
should see to it that the equipment is 
valued at the lowest possible fair price. 
This amendment gives us this assur-
ance. 

The amendment expresses a sense of 
the Senate that the pricing of equip-
ment be lowest in order to maximize 
the amount of equipment provided to 
Bosnia and Herzegovina under current 
drawdown authority. I believe the 
amendment has been cleared by the 
other side. 

Mr. NUNN. This amendment has been 
cleared. I urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4387) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to table the mo-
tion. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4389 
(Purpose: To authorize the Air National 

Guard to provide fire protection services 
and rescue services relating to aircraft at 
Lincoln Municipal Airport, Lincoln, NE) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf 

of Senator EXON, I offer an amendment 
that would allow the Nebraska Na-
tional Guard to provide fire protection 
services and rescue services relating to 
aircraft at Lincoln Municipal Airport, 
Lincoln, NE. 

Currently, the Air Guard and local 
authority share this duty. This amend-
ment would eliminate unnecessary du-
plication. The air guard would be reim-
bursed for assuming the entire fire-
fighting mission. 

I believe this amendment has been 
cleared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. EXON, proposes an amendment numbered 
4389. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle E of title III, add the 

following: 
SEC. 368. AUTHORITY OF AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

TO PROVIDE CERTAIN SERVICES AT 
LINCOLN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT, LIN-
COLN, NEBRASKA. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—Subject to subsections (b) 
and (c), the Nebraska Air National Guard 

may provide fire protection services and res-
cue services relating to aircraft at Lincoln 
Municipal Airport, Lincoln, Nebraska, on be-
half of the Lincoln Municipal Airport Au-
thority, Lincoln, Nebraska. 

(b) AGREEMENT.—The Nebraska Air Na-
tional Guard may not provide services under 
subsection (a) until the Nebraska Air Na-
tional Guard and the authority enter into an 
agreement under which the authority reim-
burses the Nebraska Air National Guard for 
the cost of the services provided. 

(c) CONDITIONS.—These services may only 
be provided to the extent that the provision 
of such services does not adversely affect the 
military preparedness of the Armed Forces. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4389) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to table the mo-
tion. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4390 
(Purpose: To state the sense of Congress re-

garding the authorization of appropriation 
and appropriation of funds for military 
equipment and not identified in a budget 
request of the Department of Defense and 
for certain military construction) 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment on behalf of Senator ROBB. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. ROBB, proposes an amendment numbered 
4390. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle A of title X, add the 

following: 
SEC. 1014. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING AU-

THORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION 
AND APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS 
FOR MILITARY EQUIPMENT NOT 
IDENTIFIED IN THE BUDGET RE-
QUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE AND FOR CERTAIN MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) to the maximum extent practicable, 

each House of Congress should consider the 
authorization of appropriation, and appro-
priation, funds for the procurement of mili-
tary equipment only if the procurement is 
included— 

(A) in the budget request of the President 
for the Department of Defense; or 

(B) in a supplemental request list provided 
to the congressional defense committees, 
upon request of such committees, by the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense, by the mili-
tary departments, by the National Guard Bu-
reau, or by the officials responsible for the 
administration of the Reserves; 

(2) the recommendations for procurement 
in a defense authorization bill or a defense 
appropriations bill reported to the Senate or 
the House of Representatives which reflect a 
change from the budget request referred to 
in paragraph (1)(A) should be accompanied in 
the committee report relating to the bill by 
a justification of the national security inter-
est addressed by the change; 

(3) the recommendations for military con-
struction projects in a defense authorization 
bill or a defense appropriations bill reported 
to the Senate or the House of Representa-
tives which reflect a change from such a 
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budget request should be accompanied by a 
justification in the committee report relat-
ing to the bill of the national security inter-
est addressed by the change; and 

(4) the recommendations for procurement 
of military equipment, or for military con-
struction projects, in a conference to resolve 
the differences between the two Houses re-
lating to a defense authorization bill or a de-
fense appropriations bill which recommenda-
tions reflect a change from the original rec-
ommendation of the applicable committee to 
either House should be accompanied by a jus-
tification in the statement of managers of 
the conference report of the national secu-
rity interest addressed by the change. 

Mr. NUNN. This is not the amend-
ment, I believe, that we have problems 
with. This amendment would state 
that it is the sense of the Congress that 
the defense authorization appropria-
tions bills should rely primarily on the 
budget request. 

I am told this is not cleared. I with-
draw the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 4390) was with-
drawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4391 
(Purpose: To require a plan for repairs and 

stabilization of the historic district at the 
Forest Glen Annex of Walter Reed Army 
Medical Center, MD) 
Mr. NUNN. On behalf of Senator SAR-

BANES, I offer an amendment to require 
a plan for basic repairs and stabiliza-
tion measures for the historic district 
of the Forest Glen Annex of Walter 
Reed Army Medical Center, MD. 

I believe this amendment has been 
cleared on the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. SARBANES, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4391. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title XXI, add the following: 

SEC. 2105. PLAN FOR REPAIRS AND STABILIZA-
TION OF THE HISTORIC DISTRICT AT 
THE FOREST GLEN ANNEX OF WAL-
TER REED MEDICAL CENTER, MARY-
LAND. 

Not later than 30 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Army shall submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a comprehensive plan for 
basic repairs and stabilization measures 
throughout the historic district at the For-
est Glen Annex of Walter Reed Army Medical 
Center, Maryland, together with funding op-
tions for the implementation of the plan. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to offer an amendment direct-
ing the Secretary of the Army to sub-
mit a comprehensive plan for basic re-
pairs and stabilization measures need-
ed throughout the historic district at 
the Forest Glen Annex of Walter Reed 
Army Medical Center, MD. This plan 
would also include funding options for 
the implementation of such plan. 

The Walter Reed Army Medical Cen-
ter Annex at Forest Glen, MD is a 190- 
acre complex located just north of the 
Silver Spring business district. It was a 
former women’s seminary known as 
the National Park Seminary. Acquired 
by the Army in 1943 by authority of the 

War Powers Act of 1942, it has served as 
a rehabilitation center and psychiatric 
facility for soldiers from World War II 
through the Vietnam war. 

The former college campus also con-
tains approximately two dozen historic 
buildings on approximately 24 acres 
which comprise what is now referred to 
as the National Park Seminary His-
toric District. The site was placed on 
the National Register of Historic 
Places in 1972. The site contains a num-
ber of historic or unique buildings, in-
cluding houses shaped like a Dutch 
windmill, an English castle, a Japanese 
pagoda, a French chateau, and an 
Italian villa. Unfortunately, over the 
many years, many of these buildings 
have suffered substantial deterioration 
and neglect. 

The Army has sought unsuccessfully 
to excess the property for several years 
and has continued to plan for its even-
tual disposal. The National Trust has 
continued to work with the Army to 
assist in its assessment of options for 
the reuse of the property. During this 
time, even the most basic repairs to 
the buildings were not undertaken. Re-
ports prepared by the National Trust 
for Historic Preservation and Save Our 
Seminary and other organizations have 
found that, in general, the property is 
poorly maintained and insufficiently 
secure. Routine preventative mainte-
nance, such as cleaning out gutters, is 
not being performed. Repairs to obvi-
ous deficiencies, such as holes in the 
roof and broken windows, are not being 
made in a timely way. On site security 
is lax. Fire alarm and fire suppression 
systems are not being adequately 
maintained. 

The military construction appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 1990 contained 
a provision directing the Department 
of the Army to provide up to $3 million 
for necessary repairs at the annex and 
to work with the Montgomery County 
government and local citizens groups 
in the planning process for this site. 
Although we understand that $2 mil-
lion was allocated by the Army for the 
repair and maintenance of historic 
buildings, all of this money was appar-
ently used for architectural planning 
and design of roof work. However, to 
date, no funding has been provided for 
these major repairs and the buildings 
are deteriorating at a faster rate than 
ever. 

The Army developed a master plan 
for the site which called for the exist-
ing historic buildings to be maintained 
and occupied by the Army as long as it 
retains ownership to ensure their 
maintenance and security. The master 
plan also identified specific mainte-
nance priorities with work on repair 
and replacement of deteriorated roofs 
at the top of the list. In addition, a pre-
vious commanding officer at the Wal-
ter Reed Army Medical Center sub-
mitted a letter stating, ‘‘WRAMC will 
continue to request funding for mainte-
nance of the historic district and make 
every effort to halt the deterioration of 
these structures.’’ Despite the findings 

of the master plan and the statements 
of support by Army officials, no work 
has been done to repair or maintain 
these buildings. 

In 1994 following the burning of the 
historic Odeon Theatre resulting in its 
destruction by arson, the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation and 
Save our Seminary jointly filed a law-
suit against the Army claiming that 
the Army’s neglect of the buildings 
violated the National Historic Preser-
vation Act. The lawsuit is still pend-
ing. 

My amendment directs the Depart-
ment of the Army to develop and sub-
mit a plan with appropriate funding op-
tions to implement such a plan for 
basic repairs and stabilization meas-
ures throughout the historic district at 
the Forest Glen Annex of Walter Reed 
Army Medical Center within 30 days of 
the enactment of this act. I strongly 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment has been cleared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4391) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I move to table the mo-
tion. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4392 
(Purpose: To modify the boundaries of the 

White Sands National Monument and the 
White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico, 
and to modify the boundary of the Ban-
delier National Monument, New Mexico) 
Mr. NUNN. On behalf of Senator 

BINGAMAN, I offer an amendment au-
thorizing the Secretaries of the Inte-
rior and the Army to exchange admin-
istrative jurisdiction of the White 
Sands National Monument and the 
White Sands Missile Range in New 
Mexico for purposes of creating easily 
identifiable and manageable bound-
aries. 

I believe the amendment has been 
cleared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], Mr. 

BINGAMAN, for himself, and Mr. DOMENICI, 
proposes an amendment numbered 4392. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . MODIFICATION OF BOUNDARIES OF 

WHITE SANDS NATIONAL MONU-
MENT AND WHITE SANDS MISSILE 
RANGE. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to effect an exchange between the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
the Army of administrative jurisdiction over 
the lands described in subsection (c) in order 
to facilitate administration of the White 
Sands National Monument and the White 
Sands Missile Range. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) MISSILE RANGE.—The term ‘‘missile 

range’’ means the White Sands Missile 
Range, New Mexico, administered by the 
Secretary of the Army. 
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(2) MONUMENT.—The term ‘‘monument’’ 

means the White Sands National Monument, 
New Mexico, established by Proclamation 
No. 2025 (16 U.S.C. 431 note) and administered 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 

(c) EXCHANGE OF JURISDICTION.—The lands 
exchanged under this Act are the lands gen-
erally depicted on the map entitled ‘‘White 
Sands National Monument, Boundary Pro-
posal’’, numbered 142/80,061 and dated Janu-
ary 1994, comprising— 

(1) approximately 2,524 acres of land within 
the monument that is under the jurisdiction 
of the Secretary of the Army, which are 
transferred to the Secretary of the Interior; 

(2) approximately 5,758 acres of land within 
the missile range abutting the monument, 
which are transferred to the Secretary of the 
Interior; and 

(3) approximately 4,277 acres of land within 
the monument abutting the missile range, 
which are transferred to the Secretary of the 
Army. 

(d) BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.—The bound-
ary of the monument is modified to include 
the land transferred to the Secretary of the 
Interior and exclude the land transferred to 
the Secretary of the Army by subsection (c). 
The boundary of the missile range is modi-
fied accordingly. 

(e) ADMINISTRATION.— 
(1) MONUMENT.—The Secretary of the Inte-

rior shall administer the lands transferred to 
the Secretary of the Interior by subsection 
(c) in accordance with laws (including regu-
lations) applicable to the monument. 

(2) MISSILE RANGE.—The Secretary of the 
Army shall administer the lands transferred 
to the Secretary of the Army by subsection 
(c) as part of the missile range. 

(3) AIRSPACE.—The Secretary of the Army 
shall maintain control of the airspace above 
the lands transferred to the Secretary of the 
Army by subsection (c) as part of the missile 
range. 

(f) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF MAP.—The Sec-
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
the Army shall prepare, and the Secretary of 
the Interior shall keep on file for public in-
spection in the headquarters of the monu-
ment, a map showing the boundary of the 
monument as modified by this Act. 

(g) WAIVER OF LIMITATION UNDER PRIOR 
LAW.—Notwithstanding section 303(b)(1) of 
the National Parks and Recreation Act of 
1978 (92 Stat. 3476), land or an interest in land 
that was deleted from the monument by sec-
tion 301(19) of the Act (92 Stat. 3475) may be 
exchanged for land owned by the State of 
New Mexico within the boundaries of any 
unit of the National Park System in the 
State of New Mexico, may be transferred to 
the jurisdiction of any other Federal agency 
without monetary consideration, or may be 
administered as public land, as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 
SEC. . BANDELIER NATIONAL MONUMENT. 

(a) FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.— 
(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(A) under the provisions of a special use 

permit, sewage lagoons for Bandelier Na-
tional Monument, established by Proclama-
tion No. 1322 (16 U.S.C. 431 note) (referred to 
in this section as the ‘‘monument’’) are lo-
cated on land administered by the Secretary 
of Energy that is adjacent to the monument; 
and 

(B) modification of the boundary of the 
monument to include the land on which the 
sewage lagoons are situated— 

(i) would facilitate administration of both 
the monument and the adjacent land that 
would remain under the administrative juris-
diction of the Secretary of Energy; and 

(ii) can be accomplished at no cost. 
(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 

is to modify the boundary between the 

monument and adjacent Department of En-
ergy land to facilitate management of the 
monument and Department of Energy land. 

(b) BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.— 
(1) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDIC-

TION.—There is transferred from the Sec-
retary of Energy to the Secretary of the In-
terior administrative jurisdiction over the 
land comprised approximately 4.47 acres de-
picted on the map entitled ‘‘Boundary Map, 
Bandelier National Monument’’, No. 315/ 
80,051, dated March 1995. 

(2) BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.—The boundary 
of the monument is modified to include the 
land transferred by paragraph (1). 

(3) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF MAP.—The map 
described in paragraph (1) shall be on file and 
available for public inspection in the Lands 
Office at the Southwest System Support Of-
fice of the National Park Service, Santa Fe, 
New Mexico, and in the Superintendent’s Of-
fice of Bandelier National Monument. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
today, along with Senator DOMENICI, I 
propose an amendment that will allow 
for better administration, law enforce-
ment, and operational procedures for 
both the White Sands National Monu-
ment and the White Sands Missile 
Range. The bill will exchange about 
10,000 acres along the border of the 
White Sands Missile Range and the 
White Sands Monument which abut 
each other. It also transfers to the 
monument the administrative jurisdic-
tion over about 2,500 acres which lie 
within the White Sands National 
Monument but are currently controlled 
by the White Sands Missile Range. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter and an information paper be print-
ed in the RECORD. The letter, dated 
June 27, 1996, is from the National Park 
Service and is signed by Roger G. Ken-
nedy. It states that the Department 
does not have a problem with the 
amendment. The letter further states 
that the Office of Management and 
Budget has no objection to the presen-
tation of this report for consideration 
before the Senate. The second docu-
ment is an information paper from the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the 
Army, Paul W. Johnson. The paper 
states that the Department of the 
Army supports this legislation. It also 
states that the Office of Management 
and Budget has no objection to the 
presentation of this amendment. 

Mr. President, the area that I am 
speaking about is a unique geological 
formation. This gypsum deposit known 
as ‘‘White Sands’’ is very important to 
my home State of New Mexico. The 
sands cover approximately 275 square 
miles with about 40 percent lying with-
in the monument and the remaining 
portion of the dunes, to the south and 
the east, belonging to the White Sands 
Missile Range. 

As a brief history, on January 18, 
1933, President Hoover designated 142, 
987 acres, in the Tularosa Basin, as the 
National Park. From the very begin-
ning, the park has been a success. 
Within its first 2 years of operation, 
the White Sands monument shattered 
the attendance records of the 23-unit 
Southwestern National Monuments in 
the Four Corner States of Arizona, 
Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 

Washington, DC, June 27, 1996. 
Hon. JEFF BINGAMAN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BINGAMAN: Thank you for 
providing the National Park Service the op-
portunity to comment on the draft amend-
ment to modify the boundaries of the White 
Sands National Monument New Mexico, and 
to modify the boundary of the Bandelier Na-
tional Monument, New Mexico. 

The National Park Service believes the 
proposed boundary modifications will facili-
tate the management and administration of 
White Sands National Monument and Ban-
delier National Monument. The proposed 
boundary modifications will not result in 
any land acquisition cost nor any additional 
management cost. 

We do not have any problem with this 
amendment. Thank you for your continued 
interest in the National Park Service. 

The Office of Management and Budget ad-
vises that, from the standpoint of the Ad-
ministration’s program, there is no objection 
to the presentation of this report for the 
consideration of the Senate. 

Sincerely, 
ROGER G. KENNEDY, 

Director. 

[Information Paper] 

JUNE 17, 1996. 
Subject: S. 1745H, 104th Congress. 

1. Subject bill authorizes an exchange of 
property between the Department of the In-
terior and the Department of the Army. 

2. The purpose of the bill is to adjust the 
White Sands National Monument’s boundary 
with the White Sands Missile Range. The ac-
tion is essentially a housekeeping measure 
designed to provide both agencies with a 
more easily identifiable and manageable mu-
tual boundary. 

3. The Department of the Army supports 
subject legislation. 

4. The Office of Management and Budget 
advises that, from the standpoint of the Ad-
ministration’s program, there is no objection 
to the presentation of this information paper 
for the consideration of the Senate. 

PAUL W. JOHNSON, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, in 
June 1941, the U.S. Army petitioned for 
1.25 million acres of public and private 
land in the Tularosa Basin for a bomb-
ing range. After the attack on Pearl 
Harbor, President Roosevelt approved 
the Army’s request. The Trinity site, 
where the first atomic bomb was suc-
cessfully tested on July 16, 1945 is part 
of the range. 

With the region’s open space and sup-
portive civic leadership, both the 
monument and the missile range have 
been successfully neighbors for many 
years. 

Mr. President, this amendment will 
help both the monument and the mis-
sile range manage their property more 
efficiently. 

Mr. MCCAIN. The amendment has 
been cleared on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4392) was agreed 
to. 
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Mr. MCCAIN. I move to reconsider 

the vote. 
Mr. NUNN. I move to table the mo-

tion. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4393 

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of prior fiscal 
year funds for development and procure-
ment of the Pulse Doppler Upgrade modi-
fication to the AN/SPS–48E radar system) 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, on be-

half of Senator SMITH, I offer an 
amendment placing limitations on the 
expenditure of priority-year funds for 
radar modernization. I believe this has 
been cleared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. SMITH, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4393. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle C of title I add the 

following: 
SEC. 125. RADAR MODERNIZATION. 

Funds appropriated for the Navy for fiscal 
years before fiscal year 1997 may not be used 
for development and procurement of the 
Pulse Doppler Upgrade modification to the 
AN/SPS–48E radar system. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, it is re-
ality of declining defense budgets that 
not every program conceived by the 
Armed Forces or the defense industry 
can be funded. The Services are forced 
to examine their military require-
ments and prioritize among many com-
peting programs. When they do, dis-
appointed defense contractors may 
seek legislative intervention to achieve 
objectives they could not satisfy in the 
budgeting process. An example of such 
activity exists in the House version of 
the defense authorization bill. The bill 
contains a provision that would require 
the Secretary of the Navy to spend $29 
million, authorized and appropriated 
for other purposes in fiscal years before 
fiscal year 1997, for development and 
procurement of a pulse Doppler up-
grade modification for the Navy’s AN/ 
SPS–48E radar system. In other words 
this provision would force the Navy to 
take money away from programs of 
higher priority that were considered 
and approved by Congress in prior 
years and allocate it to a program that 
failed to make the cut. 

Aside from this provision’s abuse of 
the congressional authorization and 
appropriation process, complying with 
it would create an outyear demand for 
substantial additional resources that 
are not in the future years defense pro-
gram. Thus, its fiscal abuses would pro-
liferate into the future to undermine 
stronger and more urgently needed pro-
grams. 

In summary, we will be confronted in 
conference by a provision in the House 
bill that seeks to earmark prior year 
finds for a program for which there is 
no funding in the budget or in the fu-
ture years defense program, for which 
there is no development or procure-
ment plan, and for which there would 

be substantial outyear financial bur-
den. I think it important to provide 
our future conferees clear guidance 
that such a provision is unacceptable. 
My amendment would accomplish this. 
I encourage my Senate colleagues to 
join me in supporting it. 

Mr. NUNN. This amendment has been 
cleared. I urge adoption of the amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4393) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to table the mo-
tion. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4394 
(Purpose: To allow the Secretary of Energy 

to waive limitations on the use of foreign 
technology in environmental restoration 
and waste management contracts) 
Mr. NUNN. On behalf of Senators 

JOHNSTON and MURKOWSKI, I offer an 
amendment allowing the Department 
of Energy to grant Britain and France 
access to certain prescribed informa-
tion in order to conduct environmental 
cleanup and waste management activi-
ties of DOD sites. 

I believe this has been cleared. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. JOHNSTON, for himself and Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI, proposes an amendment numbered 
4394. 

The amendment is as follows: 
‘‘SEC. . FOREIGN ENVIRONMENTAL TECH-

NOLOGY. 
‘‘Section 2536(b) of title 10, United States 

Code is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—(1) The Secretary 

concerned may waive the application of sub-
section (a) to a contract award if— 

‘‘(A) the Secretary concerned determines 
that the waiver is essential to the national 
security interests of the United States; or 

‘‘(B) in the case of a Department of Energy 
contract awarded for environmental restora-
tion, remediation, or waste management at a 
Department of Energy facility— 

‘‘(i) the Secretary determines that the 
waiver will advance the environmental res-
toration, remediation, or waste management 
objectives of the Department of Energy and 
will not harm the national security interests 
of the United States; and 

‘‘(ii) the entity to which the contract is 
awarded is controlled by a foreign govern-
ment with which the Secretary is authorized 
to exchange Restricted Data under section 
144(c) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 
U.S.C. 2164(c)). 

‘‘(2) The Secretary of Energy shall notify 
the appropriate committees of Congress of 
any decision to grant a waiver under para-
graph (1)(B). The contract may be executed 
only after the end of the 45-day period begin-
ning on the date the notification is received 
by the committees. 

Mr. MCCAIN. This amendment has 
been cleared on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4394) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I move to table the mo-
tion. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4395 
(Purpose: To increase by $9,000,000 the 

amount authorized to be appropriated for 
the Air Force for procurement of one UH– 
1N helicopter simulator) 
Mr. MCCAIN. On behalf of Senator 

DOMENICI, I offer an amendment to pro-
vide $9 million in procurement of one 
UH–1N helicopter simulator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. DOMENICI, proposes an amendment 
numbered 4395. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In section 103(3), strike out ‘‘$5,880,519,000’’ 

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘5,889,519,000’’. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, This 
amendment will authorize $9 million to 
equip the Air Force Theater Air Com-
mand Control and Simulation Facility 
with a UH–1N simulator. The USAF has 
no simulator for the UH–1N aircraft, 
yet most aircraft in the DOD routinely 
acquires simulators to provide initial 
qualification and continuation—recur-
ring—training of crews. There are sev-
eral reasons why this simulator is nec-
essary: 

Pilots and flight engineers qualifying 
in the UH–1N are the youngest and 
most experienced in the USAF. 

The UH–1N is one of the oldest heli-
copters in the USAF inventory and 
may be prone to increased failure of 
components. 

The simulator creates safety risks al-
lowing trainees to practice emergency 
procedures in the aircraft for the first 
time. 

In many instances missions are flown 
single pilot, which requires increased 
knowledge and proficiency that the 
simulator can provide. 

The UH–1N mission requirements 
have increased to include the use of 
night vision goggles which is a more 
demanding initial training require-
ment that can be handled in the simu-
lator. 

On some missions, crews support 
strategic missile convoy escorts; This 
support demands high qualification and 
judgment, which the simulator can 
provide. 

Convoy tactics are classified and can-
not be practiced in the aircraft at 
Kirtland AFB. The simulator would 
allow hands-on practice in a secure en-
vironment. 

CONTINUATION—RECURRING—TRAINING 
UH–1N accidents in the early 1990’s 

drove the USAF to procure contract 
Flight Safety International Bell 212 
training for UH–1N crew refresher 
training—not used for initial qualifica-
tion training. 

Off-site training is expensive and 
does not meet all the necessary re-
quirements because the Bell 212 has 
some significant systems differences. 
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All other USAF helicopters have re-

curring simulator refresher training 
conducted at Kirtland AFB, NM. 

The simulator maintains standard-
ization of crew force qualification and 
training. 

It updates crew on aircraft changes 
and other pertinent information. 

It allows pilots to practice classified 
mission procedures. 

OTHER IMPORTANT FACTORS 
Simulators are widely accepted in 

both military and civil aviation as crit-
ical elements in training programs. 

Simulators cost less to operate than 
the aircraft. 

Crews can perform high risk emer-
gency procedures and maneuvers in 
simulators. 

Simulators are a force multiplier. 
Typical simulator annual flying 

hours are 4,000–5,000 hours; Helicopters 
average 400–500 hours per year. 

The UH–1N simulator could be built 
as a reconfigurable HH–60G for little 
added cost and provide needed training 
if the UH–1N is retired and additional 
H–60’s are acquired as a replacement 
helicopter. 

Mr. President, this simulator will 
prove to be a vital asset within the 
U.S. Air Force. I understand my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle have 
agreed to accept this amendment, so I 
thank them for their support and I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. NUNN. We have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4395) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4396 
(Purpose: To increase by $3,000,000 the 

amount authorized to be appropriated for 
the Air Force for research, development, 
test, and evaluation in order to provide 
$3,000,000 for the Advanced Distributed 
Simulation connection of the Theater Air 
Command Control and Simulation Facility 
with the Mission Training Support System 
facility of the 58th Special Operations 
Wing) 
Mr. MCCAIN. On behalf of Senator 

DOMENICI, I offer an amendment to au-
thorize $3 million for the Advanced 
Distribution Simulation of the Theater 
Air Command Control and Simulation 
Facility at the 58th Special Operations 
Wing. 

I believe this amendment has been 
cleared on the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. DOMENICI, proposes an amendment 
numbered 4396. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In section 201(3), strike out ‘‘$14,788,356,000’’ 

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$14,791,356,000’’. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
amendment will authorize $3 million to 
connect the Theater Air Command 
Control and Simulation Facility with 
the 58th Special Operation Wing. In 
January, 1995, General Ronald 
Fogleman, Chief of Staff of the USAF 

announced a ‘‘New Vector for Air Force 
Simulation’’ and the ‘‘need to expand 
our involvement and investment in ad-
vanced simulation technologies to im-
prove our readiness and lower our costs 
today, and prepare us to dominate the 
battles of tomorrow.’’ 

Kirtland Air Force Base is uniquely 
suited to lead the Air Force in achiev-
ing this new vector by capitalizing on 
state-of-the-art modeling and simula-
tion [M&S] capability available. 

The Chief’s vision for Modeling and 
Simulation [M&S] will provide the 
tools that the USAF needs to more ef-
fectively organize, train, equip, and 
jointly employ its forces. In order to 
meet this vision, organizations from 
the operational, systems development, 
and testing communities must be 
brought more closely together. 

While there are major initiatives in 
the DOD to promote the use of ad-
vanced distributed simulation [ADS] to 
bring these communities together in a 
cost efficient manner. ADS does not 
allow for technical synergy or the con-
siderable cost savings that would be re-
alized by building a joint-use infra-
structure that is readily accessible to 
multiple organization. 

Kirtland Air Force Base has the orga-
nizations, infrastructure, and potential 
to merge capabilities of the Air Com-
bat Command’s Theater Air Command 
and Control Simulation Facility 
[TACCSF], 58th Special Operations 
Wing [SOW] Simulation Facility, Phil-
lips Laboratory, Air Force Operational 
Test and Evaluation Center [AFOTEC], 
and Sandia National Laboratories into 
the DOD’s most powerful M&S capa-
bility. 

TACCSF and the 58th SOW already 
have the USAF’s most capable tactical 
command and control and special oper-
ations simulations, respectively. These 
simulations could be easily linked to 
support each organization’s diverse Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense [OSD] 
and Joint service customer base. 

This amendment will help to accom-
plish this objective. I understand that 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
have agreed to accept this amendment. 
I appreciate their support. I believe 
this is a great step in the direction of 
achieving Chief Fogleman’s vision, and 
I yield the floor. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4396) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to table the mo-
tion. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4397 
(Purpose: To provide $6,000,000 for the pro-

curement of Bradley TOW 2 Programs sets) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator HEFLIN and Senator SHELBY. 

This amendment would authorize the 
Army to use $6 million of fiscal year 
funds to buy test program sets for the 
Bradley program. These funds were au-
thorized last year for the armored gun 
system. I urge adoption of the amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. HEFLIN, for himself, and Mr. SHELBY, 
proposes an amendment numbered 4397. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle B of title I, add the 

following: 
SEC. 113. BRADLEY TOW 2 TEST PROGRAM SETS. 

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated 
under section 101(3) of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (110 
Stat. 204), $6,000,000 is available for the pro-
curement of Bradley TOW 2 Test Program 
sets. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, in the 
fiscal year 1996 Defense Authorization 
Bill, $6 million was authorized for the 
Armored Gun System Test Program 
Sets. This authorization was approved 
due to the large shortfall in testing 
software for ASM programs and due 
the AGS system’s high priority. Unfor-
tunately, the armored gun system has 
since been terminated. This amend-
ment, therefore, directs the Secetary of 
the Army to make this money avail-
able to fund the Bradley TOW 2 Test 
Program Set, a program requirement 
of the Army. 

The Army has performed a study of 
the cost and benefits of purchasing this 
test equipment for the Bradley TOW 2 
system. It found that purchasing this 
equipment would result in dramatic 
savings over the existing maintenance 
method. I therefore urge my colleagues 
to support this needed reprogramming. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment has been cleared on this 
side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4397) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I move to table the mo-
tion. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4398 
(Purpose: To increase by $10,000,000 the 

amount available for the Air Force for re-
search, development, test, and evaluation 
for the Nation Polar-Orbiting Operational 
Environmental Satellite System (Space) 
program (PE 0603434F) 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
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Senator EXON and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. EXON, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4398. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle B of title II add the 

following: 
SEC. 223. NATIONAL POLAR-ORBITING OPER-

ATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL SAT-
ELLITE SYSTEM. 

(a) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated under section 201(3), $29,024,000 is 
available for the National Polar-Orbiting 
Operational Environmental Satellite System 
(Space) program (PE 0603434F). 

(b) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated under section 201(3), $212,895,000 is 
available for the Intercontinental Ballistic 
Missile—EMD program (PE 0604851F). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4398) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4399 
(Purpose: Study on worker protection at the 

Department of Energy facility at 
Miamisburg, Ohio) 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator GLENN and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. GLENN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4399. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle D of title XXXI add 

the following: 
SEC. . STUDY ON WORKER PROTECTION AT THE 

MOUND FACILITY. 
(a) Not later than March 15, 1997, the Sec-

retary of Energy shall report to the defense 
committees of the Congress regarding the 
status of projects and programs to improve 
worker safety and health at the Mound Fa-
cility in Miamisburg, Ohio. 

(b) The report shall include the following: 
(1) the status of actions completed in fiscal 

year 1996; 
(2) the status of actions completed or pro-

posed to be completed in fiscal years 1997 and 
1998; 

(3) a description of the fiscal year 1998 
budget request for Mound worker safety and 
health protection; and 

(4) an accounting of expenditures for work-
er safety and health at Mound by year from 
fiscal year 1994 through and including fiscal 
year 1996. 

WORKER SAFETY AND HEALTH PROTECTION AT 
DOE’S MOUND FACILITY 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I should 
like to engage the Senator from Idaho, 
Senator KEMPTHORNE, in a colloquy 
concerning worker health and safety 
protection at the Department of Ener-
gy’s Mound facility in Miamisburg, OH. 
As the Senator may know, the worker 
safety and radiation program at Mound 
has had numerous problems. For exam-
ple, in 1994, it was discovered that some 
fluid samples of potentially contami-

nated workers had sat on a storage 
shelf for 3 years without being sent to 
the lab; furthermore, a huge backlog of 
samples existed. While the backlog has 
since been reduced and other steps 
taken to improve the situation, it is 
still clear to me that problems exist 
with the worker radiation protection 
program. Earlier this year, I met with 
some Mound workers who expressed se-
rious concerns about this situation; I 
have also received numerous letters 
from workers at the site expressing 
similar concerns. Further, I have been 
informed that DOE’s own technical ex-
perts believe that substantial upgrades 
need to be made at Mound in this area. 
For these reasons, I have filed an 
amendment which addresses the spe-
cific areas which I believe need to be 
improved. The technical program up-
grades addressed by my amendment 
were developed with extensive input 
from the DOE. However, I understand 
that there are some concerns about the 
potential impact of my amendment. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I share fully the 
concerns expressed by the Senator 
from Ohio about the need to ensure 
worker safety and health programs are 
pursued vigorously at the Mound facil-
ity. When we ask workers to undertake 
potentially dangerous decontamination 
and decommissioning work, we need to 
assure them that all reasonable pre-
cautions have been taken to protect 
their safety and health. However, the 
committee has been informed that the 
Department has statutory authority to 
pursue appropriate worker protection 
programs at the Mound facility. I be-
lieve the Senator from Ohio has re-
ceived assurances from the Department 
of Energy that important upgrades at 
the Mound facility will be pursued, and 
I commend him for his leadership in 
obtaining those assurances. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a letter to me from DOE 
Under Secretary Tom Grumbly. This 
letter clearly establishes the Depart-
ment’s intent and commitment to seri-
ously and forthrightly address worker 
safety issues at Mound. The letter lists 
a series of discrete program improve-
ments that will be taken at the Mound 
site beginning immediately and con-
tinuing through 1997. 

This list closely tracks the amend-
ment which I have filed. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF ENERGY, 
Washington, DC, June 21, 1996. 

Hon. JOHN GLENN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GLENN: In response to your 
concerns regarding worker safety at the De-
partment of Energy’s Mound Site, I want to 
assure you that the Department is moving 
aggressively to address and resolve those 
concerns. The Department is committed to 
take the following actions (see attached 
summary chart): 

In FY 1996: 
1. Initiate a contract to com-

plete, by October 1997, the 
pre-1989 radiological dose as-
sessment for workers with a 
probable dose of greater than 20 rem 

2. Procure and initiate imple-
mentation of automated per-
sonnel contamination mon-
itors with access control sys-
tem at a cost of ...................... $250K 

3. procure and being to install 
an automated radiological 
record keeping and data han-
dling software at a cost of ..... $260K 

4. Identify and train 6 dedicated 
radiological control techni-
cians for the purpose of 
radiologically characterizing 
the Mount sites at a cost of ... $250K 

5. Evaluate the continuous air 
monitoring program to deter-
mine the need for personal air 
samplers for workers at a cost 
of ............................................ $85K 

6. Evaluate the existing con-
tract bioassay analysis lab-
oratory program against the 
DOE bioassay accreditation 
criteria to identify areas for 
improvement at a cost of ....... $30K 

7. Evaluate the existing inter-
nal dosimetry does calcula-
tion methodologies to vali-
date proper treatment of par-
ticle size and chemical form 
of radioisotopes at a cost of ... $50K 

Total FY 1996 cost .............. $925K 

In FY 1997: 
1. complete the pre-1989 radio-

logical dose assessment for 
workers with a probable dose 
of greater than 20 rem at a 
cost of .................................... $3,400K 

2. Complete the procurement 
and installation of automated 
personnel contamination 
monitors with access control 
system at a cost of ................. $490K 

3. Complete installation of the 
automated radiological 
record keeping and data han-
dling software at a cost of ..... $240K 

4. Complete the radiological 
characterization of the 
Mound site at a cost of .......... $700K 

5. Complete implementation of 
enhancements to the contin-
uous air monitoring program, 
including procurement and 
implementation of a personal 
monitoring program, at a 
cost of .................................... $120K 

6. complete implementation of 
a quality control program 
which meets the DOE bio-
assay accreditation program 
criteria for site and contract 
laboratories as well as estab-
lish a DOE validation pro-
gram at a cost of .................... $120K 

7. Complete implementation of 
an internal dosimetry dose 
calculation methodology that 
properly treats the particle 
size and chemical form of 
radioisotopes at a cost of ....... $150K 

Total FY 1997 cost .............. $5,220K 
The cost figures were developed in coordi-

nation with the Mound site, but are esti-
mates and therefore not necessarily precise. 
The expenditures proposed for Fiscal Year 
1997 are of course subject to the availability 
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of appropriated funds. We would propose that 
Fiscal Year 1997 funds for these enhance-
ments be made available from the amounts 
initially requested for the Environmental 
Management program in a way that gives 
the Department the most flexibility. We 
were not able to include funds for these safe-
ty upgrades in our Fiscal Year 1997 budget 
request because the costs had not yet been 
determined. 

These radiological program improvements 
will address and resolve both current and 
legacy issues at Mound and will greatly im-
prove the safety of workers. The Department 
is committed to making these safety en-
hancements at the Mound Site. 

We appreciate your continued leadership 
and hard work to assure the protection of 
worker health and safety at Mound and all 
Department of Energy facilities. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS P. GRUMBLY. 

SUMMARY OF RADIOLOGICAL PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS 
AT THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY MOUND SITE 

Project FY 1996 
Costs ($K) 

FY 1997 
costs ($K) 

1. Pre-1989 Dose Assessments ............................ N/A $3,400 
2. Automated Personnel Contamination Monitors 

and Access Control .......................................... $250 490 
3. Automated Record Keeping and Data Handling 260 240 
4. Site Radiological Characterization ................... 250 700 
5. Air Monitoring Program .................................... 85 120 
6. Bioassay Quality Control .................................. 30 120 
7. Internal Dosimetry Dose Calculation Method-

ology ................................................................. 50 150 

Total for each FY ..................................... 925 5,220 

Mr. GLENN. These important up-
grades should begin at the earliest pos-
sible opportunity. As a result of Mr. 
Grumbly’s letter and the committee’s 
concerns, I will not offer my amend-
ment which would specifically author-
ize funds to ensure that these upgrades 
take place. I remain concerned though 
that we may be forcing a trade off be-
tween worker safety and health im-
provements and the pace of clean up at 
the Mound site. 

Mr. President, I wish to ensure that 
Congress is kept fully informed on the 
status of the Mound worker safety and 
health programs. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I fully endorse 
this substitute amendment and move 
its adoption at this time. I thank my 
colleague from Ohio for his leadership 
in this important area. I look forward 
to working with the honorable Senator 
to support him on this issue in con-
ference. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared on this 
side, and I urge adoption of the amend-
ment. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment is cleared. I urge adoption 
of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4399) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4400 
(Purpose: To provide special personnel man-

agement authorities for civilian intel-
ligence personnel of the Department of De-
fense) 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator THURMOND and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. THURMOND, proposes an amendment 
numbered 4400. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’). 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
propose an amendment that would pro-
vide new personnel management au-
thorities to the Secretary of Defense 
for managing the civilian personnel 
within the Department of Defense in-
telligence community. 

Mr. President this legislation is in-
tended to provide the Secretary of De-
fense additional flexibility and the ca-
pability to manage and to adjust the 
skill balance within the intelligence 
community workforce. The flexibility 
and management tools in this proposal 
will enable the Secretary of Defense to 
adjust the intelligence community 
workforce to changing requirements 
and technological advances. It is part 
of a larger effort to enhance the effec-
tiveness of the intelligence commu-
nity. 

Mr. President, I want to acknowledge 
the cooperation and assistance of the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Government Affairs Committee. I 
would not have offered this amendment 
without their concurrence and support. 
I am pleased to note, for the record, 
that this is truly a bipartisan coopera-
tive effort of our two Committees. The 
Secretary of Defense and the Director 
of Central Intelligence both rec-
ommended and support the legislation. 
I think the amendment will enhance 
the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
intelligence community. I urge adop-
tion of the amendment. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and 
yield the floor. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4400) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4401 
(Purpose: To amend chapter 57 of title 5, 

United States Code, to provide Federal em-
ployees who transfer in the interest of the 
Government more effective and efficient 
delivery of relocation allowances by reduc-
ing administrative costs and improving 
services, and for other purposes) 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 

Mr. COHEN and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. COHEN, for himself and Mr. LEVIN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 4401. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, Senator 
LEVIN and I are offering today the 
Travel Reform and Savings Act as an 
amendment to the DOD authorization 
bill. 

This amendment has bipartisan sup-
port and is intended to enable Federal 
agencies to adopt the best of private 
sector travel management practices. It 
will save over $800 million each year 
from regulatory and statutory changes 
in Federal travel management. 

This effort originated with two hear-
ings I held this Congress on reforming 
the Federal Government’s travel proc-
ess. At the Subcommittee on Oversight 
of Government Management hearings 
on the costs associated with processing 
Federal travel vouchers, GAO, DOD, 
GSA and other executive branch agen-
cies agree that the Government’s poli-
cies focus too much on compliance 
with rigid rules, and that Federal trav-
el practices are outmoded and too bu-
reaucratic. There was also agreement 
that the travel process needs to be 
radically redesigned or reengineered 
and simplified by adopting the best 
practices of private industry. Success-
fully adopting these practices will save 
the Government an estimated $6 billion 
during the next 5 years. 

I am encouraged by the efforts of the 
Department of Defense and other agen-
cies in reforming administrative costs 
connected with temporary duty travel. 
We are beginning to see progress and 
we should redouble our efforts to save 
the taxpayer money from unnecessary 
travel overhead expenditures. 

The Travel Reform and Savings Act 
primarily deals with another segment 
of Federal travel, Permanent Change of 
Station travel, or the cost of moving 
Federal employees to a new duty sta-
tion. The amendment is based on many 
of the recommendations made by the 
Joint Financial Management Improve-
ment Program, a cooperative effort be-
tween the Office of Management and 
Budget, the General Accounting Office, 
the Department of Treasury, and the 
Office of Personnel Management to im-
prove travel and relocation manage-
ment. 

This amendment proposes to offer al-
ternative methods of reimbursement 
for househunting, and housing trans-
action expenses. These alternative 
methods would reduce administrative 
time and paperwork associated with 
auditing vouchers. If found cost effec-
tive to do so, this legislation would 
provide authority to pay for property 
management services, transportation 
of an employee’s privately owned 
motor vehicle within the continental 
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United States, and home marketing in-
centives. Furthermore, the amendment 
would authorize payment for limited 
relocation allowances to an employee 
who is performing an extended assign-
ment, repeal the long-distance tele-
phone call certification requirement 
and transfer authority to the Adminis-
trator of General Services to issue im-
plementing regulations. 

The Travel Reform and Savings Act 
is intended to reduce the Government’s 
relocation and travel costs and to ease 
administrative burdens while providing 
equitable reimbursement to employees. 
Enactment of the legislation will 
eliminate unnecessary paperwork re-
quirements, cut redtape, and result in 
substantial savings to taxpayers. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator COHEN in offer-
ing this amendment to the fiscal year 
1997 Defense authorization bill. 

The amendment is needed to reduce 
the Government’s relocation and travel 
costs, and to ease administrative bur-
dens while providing equitable reim-
bursement to employees. Enactment of 
this legislation will eliminate unneces-
sary paperwork requirements and cut 
red tape, improve the treatment of em-
ployees who perform official travel by 
creating parity with their private sec-
tor counterparts and result in substan-
tial savings to taxpayers. 

The amendment represents the prod-
uct of a multi-agency project team es-
tablished in 1994 by the Joint Financial 
Management Improvement Program 
[JFMIP], a cooperative undertaking of 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
the General Accounting Office, the De-
partment of Treasury, and the Office of 
Personnel Management, to develop rec-
ommendations to improve travel and 
relocation management. A team rep-
resenting over two dozen organizations 
from the executive and legislative 
branches focused on identifying and in-
corporating the best travel practices of 
both the public and private sectors. In 
a recent hearing before the Sub-
committee on Oversight of Government 
Management and the District of Co-
lumbia, the General Services Adminis-
tration testified that one of their 
short-term goals to assist Federal 
agencies in their travel reenigineering 
efforts was to get the necessary legisla-
tive changes implemented. The legisla-
tive changes proposed by the JFMIP 
are embodied in this amendment. GSA 
estimates that the legislative changes 
included in this amendment will save 
the Government in excess of $200 mil-
lion. 

I urge my colleges to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared, and I 
urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4401) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4402 
(Purpose: To require reporting on compli-

ance of Army test program with certain 
statutory requirements) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Mr. LEVIN and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. LEVIN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4402. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in title VIII of the 

bill, add the following new section: 
SEC. . TEST PROGRAMS FOR MODERNIZATION- 

THROUGH-SPARES. 
Not later than 60 days after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Army shall report to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on National Security of the House of 
Representatives on the steps he has taken to 
ensure that each program included in the 
Army’s modernization-through-spares pro-
gram is conducted in accordance with— 

(1) the competition requirements in sec-
tion 2304 of Title 10; 

(2) the core logistics requirements in sec-
tion 2464 of title 10; and 

(3) the public-private competition require-
ments in section 2469 of Title 10; and 

(4) requirements relating to contract bun-
dling and spare parts breakout in sections 
15(a) and (15(l) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 644) and implementing regulations in 
the Defense FAR Supplement. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Army 
recently initiated a test program for 
modernization-through-spares, pursu-
ant to which it plans to group spare 
parts and system support contracts to-
gether and award a single support con-
tract for an entire weapons system. I 
have been informed that it is the 
Army’s intent to award such a con-
tract, for the M109 howitzer program, 
on a sole-source basis to the original 
equipment manufacturer. Spare parts 
contracts for the M109 howitzer pro-
gram have previously been awarded on 
a competitive basis. 

This information, if true, is dis-
turbing. Current congressional and reg-
ulatory policy encourages the break 
out spare parts contracts to promote 
competition. This policy was initiated 
in the mid-1980’s in response to a series 
of spare parts scandals, in which we 
learned that the Pentagon had pur-
chased commonly available commer-
cial items for extraordinary prices— 
such as $435 for a hammer, $243 for a 
pair of pliers, $640 for a toilet seat, and 
$9,609 for a hexagonal wrench. These 
abuses resulted, in large part, from the 
decision to purchase the items on a 
sole-source basis from original equip-
ment manufacturers. 

Mr. President, the Army’s reported 
decision to award spare parts and sup-
port contracts on a sole-source basis to 
the original equipment manufacturer 
also raises questions of compliance 
with a number of other statutory pro-
visions, including the Competition in 

Contracting Act, requirements for pub-
lic-private competition prior to con-
tracting out decisions, and prohibitions 
on contracting out core government 
functions. These provisions were all 
written to protect the taxpayers from 
inappropriate contracting decisions. 

My amendment would require the 
Secretary of the Army to report to the 
Congress within 60 days on the steps 
that he is taking to ensure that the 
proposed test program is conducted in 
accordance with these requirements. 
As one of the authors of the Competi-
tion in Contracting Act and the spare 
parts reforms, I intend to closely scru-
tinize the rationale offered by the 
Army for any decision to award a sole- 
source contract to the original equip-
ment manufacturer under this test pro-
gram. 

Mr. NUNN. I believe this amendment 
has been cleared on the other side, and 
I urge its adoption. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I urge adoption. It has 
been cleared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4402) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4403 
(Purpose: To authorize the construction of a 

fuel farm, phase I, at Elmendorf Air Force 
Base, Alaska) 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Mr. STEVENS and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. STEVENS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 4403. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the table in section 2401(a), strike out 

‘‘$18,000,000’’ in the amount column in the 
item relating to Elmendorf Air Force Base, 
Alaska, and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$21,000,000’’. 

Strike out the amount set forth as the 
total amount at the end of the table in sec-
tion 2401(a) and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$530,590,000’’. 

In section 2406(a), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘$3,421,366,000’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$3,424,366,000’’. 

In section 2406(a)(1), strike out 
‘‘$364,487,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$367,487,000’’. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I believe 
the amendment has been cleared on 
both sides. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, it has 
been. I urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4403) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:40 Jun 20, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S28JN6.REC S28JN6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7238 June 28, 1996 
AMENDMENT NO. 4404 

(Purpose: To authorize $10,000,000 for the 
construction, Phase I, of a national range 
control center, White Sands Missile Range, 
New Mexico) 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk for Mr. DOMEN-
ICI and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. DOMENICI, proposes an amendment 
numbered 4404. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the table in section 2101(a), insert after 

the item relating to Fort Polk, Louisiana, 
the following new item: 

New Mexico ........................ White Sands Missile 
Range.

$10,000,000 

Strike out the amount set forth as the 
total amount at the end of the table in sec-
tion 2101(a) and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$356,450,000’’. 

In section 2104(a), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘$1,894,297,000’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$1,904,297,000’’. 

In section 2104(a)(1), strike out 
‘‘$356,450,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$366,450,000’’. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this has 
been cleared, and I urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, The amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4404) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4405 
(Purpose: To authorize $8,900,000 for con-

struction at the Undersea Weapons Sys-
tems Laboratory at the Naval Undersea 
Warfare Center, Newport Division, New-
port, Rhode Island) 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Mr. CHAFFEE and Mr. WARNER and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. CHAFEE, for himself and Mr. WARNER, 
proposes an amendment numbered 4405. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the table in section 2201(a), insert after 

the item relating to Camp Lejeune Marine 
Corps Base, North Carolina, the following 
new item: 

Rhode Island ...................... Naval Undersea Warfare 
Center.

$8,900,000 

Strike out the amount set forth as the 
total amount at the end of the table in sec-
tion 2201(a) and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$515,952,000’’. 

In section 2205(a), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘$2,040,093,000’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$2,048,993,000’’. 

In section 2205(a)(1), strike out 
‘‘$507,052,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$515,952,000’’. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, my 
amendment, which has been cleared by 
both sides, authorizes $8.9 million for 
an Undersea Weapons Systems Labora-
tory at the Naval Undersea Warfare 
Center [NUWC], headquartered in New-
port, RI. 

For many years, NUWC has main-
tained a well-deserved reputation as a 
center of excellence in submarine tech-
nology. It was certainly no accident 
that during the 1991, 1993, and 1995 base 
closure rounds, the Navy consolidated 
significant personnel and functions 
into Newport, while establishing the 
site as headquarters for one of its four 
R&D superlabs. 

Unfortunately, though, NUWC’s ex-
isting laboratory facilities dedicated to 
developing emerging technologies are 
badly outdated and cost-ineffective. 
They are housed in WWII vintage, 
thick walled concrete buildings not de-
signed for controlled environments, 
specialized power and other modern ne-
cessities. 

In order to remedy this shortfall and 
maintain U.S. strategic advantage in 
emerging undersea technologies, 
NUWC has established a requirement 
for an Undersea Weapons Systems Lab-
oratory. This facility will enable 
NUWC to develop and implement af-
fordable state-of-the-art technologies, 
and to design and prototype futuristic 
small tactical undersea vehicles. It 
also boasts an extraordinary pay back 
period of 2.4 years, which will be real-
ized through the use of multidimen-
sional modeling and simulation labora-
tories to replace costly in-water test-
ing of underwater weapons systems. 

Mr. President, I am convinced that 
the continued and increasing threat 
from submarine forces abroad should 
be a top U.S. national security con-
cern. It has recently been reported that 
by 2005, 17 percent of the world’s pro-
jected 410 submarines will have state- 
of-the-art technology, compared to just 
8 percent today. Exploration and devel-
opment of the many emerging tech-
nologies in this field, a goal my amend-
ment seeks to achieve, will keep our 
undersea fleet of the future equipped 
with the most capable weapons sys-
tems, thereby deterring any potential 
near-term aggressor. 

I want to express my deep apprecia-
tion to Senator WARNER for his support 
for this amendment. Its enactment 
into law will help take our submarine 
force into the 21st century as capable 
as ever. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared. I urge its 
adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4405) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the 
amendments just accepted by the Sen-

ate add $21.9 million to the bill for 
three unrequested, low priority mili-
tary construction projects, in addition 
to the $600 million already provided by 
the committee. These amendments did 
not pass the scrutiny of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee during its 
markup process, and the Senate should 
not now act to add millions of dollars 
for more military construction addons. 

I ask that the record clearly reflect 
that I am strongly opposed to each of 
these amendments. 

The three projects for which funding 
was added by these amendments are: 
$8.9 million for an undersea warfare 
laboratory in Rhode Island, $10 million 
for a command and control center at 
White Sands Missile Range in New 
Mexico, and $3 million for a fuel depot 
at Elmendorf Air Force Base in Alaska. 

I appreciate the fact that every effort 
is being made to adhere to some cred-
ible criteria in selecting the projects 
for addons in this bill. But my objec-
tion, in principle, to adding funds for 
unrequested military construction 
projects remains the same. 

Since 1990, the Congress has added 
more than $6 billion to the military 
construction accounts. This bill now 
adds more than $600 million for 
unrequested projects at specific loca-
tions in various States. At the same 
time, the overall defense budget has 
declined by more than 40 percent, de-
spite our recent efforts to increase 
funding. 

During the SASC markup, the Readi-
ness Subcommittee recommended a 
plus-up of $100 million for high-priority 
housing projects. But the sub-
committee allowed the Department of 
Defense to determine the allocation of 
these projects by military priority, not 
by location in a powerful Senators’ 
State. Senator GLENN and I both voted 
against the addition of another $600 
million in unrequested mil con projects 
when the amendment was offered in 
our full committee markup. Not sur-
prisingly, we lost that vote. 

Again, I am somewhat gratified to 
learn that the close scrutiny focused 
on military construction pork has at 
least forced a degree of control on the 
process. Most of the projects added by 
the Armed Services Committee meet 
four of the five criteria stated in the 
sense of the Senate language: Mission 
essential; not inconsistent with BRAC; 
in the FYDP; and, executable in fiscal 
year 1997. 

Mr. President, this bill already in-
cludes 25 added projects do not meet at 
least one of these criteria. However, 11 
of these are quality of life improve-
ments, and the balance received only 
planning and design funding. But none 
of these projects in the bill meet the 
fifth criterion—offset by a reduction in 
some other defense account. 

Let’s look at the priority of the 
projects already added by the com-
mittee for military construction. 

Of the total of 115 added projects, 72 
were planned for the year 2000 or later. 
In fact, 14 of these projects were not 
even included in the FYDP. 
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Of the $600 million added for 

unrequested projects, almost $350 mil-
lion was added for these 72 projects 
planned for the next century. 

Surely, projects planned for fiscal 
years 2000, 2001, 2002, or later are not as 
vital to the services as those that are 
planned to be included in next year’s 
defense budget. Why didn’t we focus on 
the fiscal year 1998 projects? Or the fis-
cal year 1999 projects? Instead, we are 
reaching 4 years out in the FYDP, into 
the next century, to find 29 projects 
that are planned in the States of Mem-
bers of the Armed Services Committee. 

Let’s be realistic. This bill is $1.7 bil-
lion above the defense budget target 
set in the fiscal year 1997 budget reso-
lution. That means we will have to cut 
out some of the programs added in this 
bill when we get to conference with the 
House. Will military construction be 
cut? I don’t think so. Instead, we will 
probably end up cutting some of the 
high-priority adds for much-needed 
modernization equipment that will en-
able our troops to fight and win in fu-
ture conflicts. 

Mr. President, I am tired of seeing us 
acquiesce to a practice which only 
feeds on itself. Until we instill some 
discipline in our own markup process— 
by resisting the temptation to add 
money simply because it serves our 
constituents—we cannot expect the De-
partment of Defense to exercise dis-
cipline in resisting efforts to spend de-
fense dollars on unnecessary, non-
defense projects. 

We have made progress in reducing 
the total amount of pork barrelling in 
the defense budget. Last year, about $4 
billion of the total $7 billion added to 
the defense budget was wasted on pork 
barrel projects, like new attack sub-
marines, research project earmarks, 
medical education programs, and, of 
course, military construction add-ons. 
This year, we are wasting only $2 bil-
lion. 

But $2 billion is a lot of taxpayer dol-
lars to waste. How do we explain to the 
American people why we need to spend 
$11 billion more for defense this year, 
when we are spending $2 billion for 
projects that do little or nothing to 
contribute to our Nation’s security? 

Mr. President, I intend to continue to 
expose these unnecessary addons for 
military construction projects to pub-
lic scrutiny—the only way I know to 
fight this egregious pork-barrel spend-
ing. And I plead with my colleagues, 
for the sake of ensuring public support 
for adequate defense spending now and 
in the future, let’s stop the pork-bar-
relling now. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, a mo-
ment ago the Senate adopted three 
amendments to add additional funds to 
the military construction budget to 
fund an undersea weapons system lab 
in Newport, RI; phase I of a national 
range command and control center at 
White Sands Missile Range, NM; and 
phase I of a fuel farm at Elmendorf 
AFB, AK. I did not ask for a rollcall 
vote on these amendments, nor did I 

want to tie the Senate up with debate 
on these amendments. However, I 
would like to voice my opposition to 
these amendments. I am opposing these 
amendments because we in the Con-
gress continue to add millions and mil-
lions of dollars to the defense budget in 
order to fund projects which are not re-
quested by our military leaders. 

As I understand it, these projects do 
meet the criteria which the chairman 
of the Readiness Subcommittee, Sen-
ator MCCAIN, and I established several 
years ago. I am gratified that the Sen-
ate is exercising a degree of discipline 
by requiring that these military con-
struction projects meet certain mini-
mal criteria, such as whether a project 
is in a service’s future years defense 
plan or whether a project is mission es-
sential. I don’t think that is too much 
to ask, Mr. President. Furthermore, I 
do not agree that just because a project 
meets these criteria we should fund 
each and every one of them. We have to 
exercise discipline in limiting the num-
ber of unrequested projects added each 
year, just as the Pentagon must learn 
to request appropriate levels of funding 
for the services’ construction accounts. 
If our military leaders truly need these 
projects, then they should ask for them 
in the annual budget request. 

On June 19, during the Senate’s con-
sideration of Senator MCCAIN’s amend-
ment to reduce the fiscal year 1997 
military construction authorization by 
$600 million, I spoke at length about 
my position concerning construction 
adds. So, I will not belabor the point 
here. I will point out that it is my in-
tention to continue to work with the 
chairman of the Readiness Sub-
committee to reverse the practice of 
adding millions of dollars to the budget 
for unrequested projects. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4406 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Mr. SMITH and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. SMITH proposes an amendment num-
bered 4406. 

The amendment is as follows: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING USS 

LCS 102 (LSSL 102). 
It is the sense of the Senate that the Sec-

retary of Defense should use existing au-
thorities in law to seek the expeditious re-
turn upon completion of service, of the 
former USS LCS 102 (LSSL 102) from the 
Government of Thailand in order for the ship 
to be transferred to the United States Ship-
building Museum in Quincy, Massachusetts. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, during 
the past 5 years our Nation commemo-
rated the 50th anniversary of a series 
historic World War II events. These 
ceremonies highlighted the enormous 
valor, sacrifice, and honorable service 
of our Nation’s veterans. They also 
showcased some of the unique aircraft, 
ground vehicles, and naval vessels that 
helped turn the tide of war in Europe 
and the pacific. 

Many of these extraordinary combat-
ants have long since been retired. Oth-
ers have been converted to museums. 
Still others are in use with foreign 
military services through agreement 
with our Government. 

Recently, it was brought to my at-
tention that one specific class of Navy 
ship, the LCS class, has only one sur-
viving ship left in existence: The LSC– 
102. The LCS’ were shallow draft gun-
boats designed and built to provide a 
high rate of firepower for marines 
going ashore. The Navy built 130 of 
them, outfitted with 20mm and 40mm 
guns as well as rocket launchers for 
beach bombardment. They saw exten-
sive action in New Guinea, Borneo, Iwo 
Jima, the Phillippines and Okinawa. 
Twenty-six were sunk or damaged in 
combat operations. 

As I said, the LCS–102 is the last ship 
in its class in existence. It is in service 
with the Royal Navy of Thailand 
through agreement with our Govern-
ment. The Thai Navy has indicated 
that they plan to keep the ship in serv-
ice through at least the year 2000. 

Mr. President, the LCS class has a 
distinguished history. Our former col-
league Senator John Tower served in 
combat as a boatswain’s mate on an 
LCS in World War II. Former Navy 
Secretary Bill Middendorf also served 
aboard an LCS. And John F. Lehman, 
Sr., the father of Chris Lehman and 
former Secretary of Navy John Leh-
man, Jr. commanded the LCS–18 and 
was awarded the Bronze Star for serv-
ice during the Okinawa campaign. 

The National Association of USS 
LCS (L) 1–130 has for several years 
sought to return the LCS–102 to the 
United States so that it can become an 
exhibit at the U.S. Navy shipbuilding 
museum at Quincy, MA. Time is run-
ning out for thousands of sailors who 
served aboard LCS’s during World War 
II and want to see this last-of-its-class 
ship brought home to port. 

The amendment that I am offering 
today would express the sense of the 
Senate that the Secretary of Defense 
should use existing authorities in law 
to seek the expeditious return of the 
LCS–102 from the Government of Thai-
land in order for the ship to be trans-
ferred to the United States ship-
building museum. The amendment does 
not require any specific action or force 
the return of the ship. Rather, it con-
vey’s congressional interest in working 
with our friends in Thailand to return 
this last of its kind ship for exhibition 
in the United States. 

Mr. President, I understand there are 
concerns over who actually holds title 
to the vessel, how much longer the 
royal Thai navy may want to hold onto 
it, and who would pay the bill to return 
it to the United States. 

According to the Navy, the LCS–102 
is now known as the LSSL 102, having 
been transferred to Thailand under the 
old military assistance program. There 
is revisionary right retained by the 
United States providing that when 
Thailand no longer needs the vessel for 
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intended purposes it is to notify the 
United States. 

It is entirely possible that Thailand 
may insist upon some alternative com-
pensation if they agree to give back 
the ship. While this amendment does 
not address that issue, it is intended 
that the Secretary of Defense would ex-
ercise his existing authority, in con-
sultation with the State Department, 
to explore various options and consum-
mate such an arrangement, if appro-
priate. 

Let me make clear that I do not pro-
pose using Defense Department funds 
to return this vessel to the United 
Sates and transport it to Quincy, MA. 
In my view, this is something that 
should be paid for through private con-
tributions. I ask unanimous consent 
that a letter from William M. 
MacMullen, the executive director of 
the shipbuilding museum, committing 
to raise the necessary funds for such an 
effort, be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1) 
Mr. SMITH. I urge my colleagues to 

join with me in supporting this amend-
ment. It is fitting that we pay tribute 
to the collection of American warriors, 
including our former colleague John 
Tower, who served aboard this unique 
class of combatants. Let us bring LCS– 
102 back stateside, to permanent home 
port in Quincy, MA, so that future gen-
erations can better understand and ap-
preciate its legacy of service. 

Mr. President, I understand that this 
amendment has been cleared on both 
sides and, if that is the case, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

EXHIBIT 1 

U.S. NAVAL SHIPBUILDING MUSEUM, 
MASSACHUSETTS MILITARY RESEARCH 

CENTER, 
June 19, 1996, Quincy, MA. 

Hon. Robert C. Smith, 
U.S. Senate, Seapower Subcommittee, Senate 

Armed Services Committee, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: I am writing to pro-
vide you my assurance that the United 
States Naval Shipbuilding Museum here in 
Quincy, Massachusetts is prepared to take 
the former LCS–102 and give her a home at 
the Museum. 

We are committed to raise the necessary 
funds working with the LCS Association to 
maintain the vessel and prepare her for use 
as an exhibit. We have the room here and we 
think that the addition of one of the 
‘‘fightingest’’ ships in the World War Two 
Navy would be a fine addition to our Mu-
seum. Many LCSs were actually built here in 
Quincy during World War Two and it would 
be fitting to have one of those, (in fact, the 
only ship of its class left in the world), ships 
back here in Quincy at our Museum. 

It is my understanding that there is 
a possibility that the Congress may 
soon endorse the idea of bringing the 
last LCS home to serve as a museum 
piece. Many Navy veterans from New 
Hampshire would be pleased to have 
the ship so close to home. I urge you to 
support this initiative to bring this 
ship to Quincy, Massachusetts, and so 
honor the tens of thousands of sailors 

who served on amphibious ships during 
World War Two. 

Respectfully, 
WILLIAM M. MACMULLEN, Jr. 

Exec. Director, USNSM. 

Mr. McCAIN. This has been cleared. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 

amendment has been cleared, and I 
urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4406) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4407 

(Purpose: To specify certain matters to be 
considered by the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff in the next assessment of 
the current missions, responsibilities, and 
force structure of the unified combatant 
commands) 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. ROBB, proposes an amendment numbered 
4407. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle A of title IX, add the 

following: 
SEC. 908. MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED IN NEXT 

ASSESSMENT OF CURRENT MIS-
SIONS, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND 
FORCE STRUCTURE OF THE UNIFIED 
COMBATANT COMMANDS. 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
shall consider, as part of the next periodic 
review of the missions, responsibilities, and 
force structure of the unified combatant 
commands under section 161(b) of title 10, 
United States Code, the following matters: 

(1) For each Area of Responsibility of the 
regional unified combatant commands— 

(A) the foremost threats to United States 
or allied security in the near- and long-term; 

(B) the total area of ocean and total area 
of land encompassed; and 

(C) the number of countries and total popu-
lation encompassed. 

(2) Whether any one Area of Responsibility 
encompassed a disproportionately high or 
low share of threats, mission requirements, 
land or ocean area, number of countries, or 
population. 

(3) The other factors used to establish the 
current Areas of Responsibility. 

(4) Whether any of the factors addressed 
under paragraph (3) account for any apparent 
imbalances indicated in the response to 
paragraph (2). 

(5) Whether, in light of recent reductions 
in the overall force structure of the Armed 
Forces, the United States could better exe-
cute its warfighting plans with fewer unified 
combatant commands, including— 

(A) a total of five or fewer commands, all 
of which are regional; 

(B) an eastward-oriented command, a west-
ward-oriented command, and a central com-
mand; or 

(C) a purely functional command struc-
ture, involving (for example) a first theater 
command, a second theater command, a lo-
gistics command, a special contingencies 
command, and a strategic command. 

(6) Whether any missions, staff, facilities, 
equipment, training programs, or other as-
sets or activities of the unified combatant 
commands are redundant. 

(7) Whether warfighting requirements are 
adequate to justify the current functional 
commands. 

(8) Whether the exclusion of Russia from a 
specific Area of Responsibility present any 
difficulties for the unified combatant com-
mands with respect to contingency planning 
for the area and its periphery. 

(9) Whether the current geographic bound-
ary between the Central Command and the 
European Command through the Middle East 
could create command conflicts in the con-
text of fighting a major regional conflict in 
the Middle East. 

Mr. McCAIN. The amendment has 
been cleared. I urge that the Senate 
adopt this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4407) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4408 

(Purpose: To make available $7,000,000 for re-
search and development relating to seam-
less high off-chip connectivity (SHOCC)) 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Mr. LEVIN and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. LEVIN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4408. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle B of title II, add the 

following: 
SEC. 223. SEAMLESS HIGH OFF-CHIP 

CONNECTIVITY. 
Of the amount authorized to be appro-

priated by this Act, $7,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency for research and develop-
ment on Seamless High Off-Chip 
Connectivity (SHOCC) under the materials 
and electronic technology program (PE 
0602712E). 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the De-
fense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency [DARPA] has a continuing pro-
gram of research and development for 
advanced electronics and materials. 
One of the most promising elements of 
this program is called seamless high 
off-chip connectivity, or SHOCC for 
short. The SHOCC program offers the 
potential to dramatically reduce the 
cost of producing integrated circuits 
while increasing their performance 
considerably. This would be important 
to our information-age military forces, 
as well as to our commercial elec-
tronics industry. 

One of the problems faced by the 
electronics industry, for both military 
and civilian applications, is the in-
creased cost of producing high perform-
ance integrated circuits. While we have 
made many dramatic improvements in 
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the chips we produce, there is a point 
at which increasing their performance 
to the next logical level is cost-prohibi-
tive. We are approaching that point 
quickly. 

Additionally, the wiring that con-
nects the circuits together on the cir-
cuit boards is incapable of transferring 
all the massive amounts of data that 
the chips can handle. Consequently, 
there is an electron traffic jam and 
bottleneck when the data leaves a chip 
and goes on to its next destination. It 
is like an eight-lane information high-
way suddenly becoming a one-lane dirt 
road; you can be sure there will be real 
show-downs. So we need to increase the 
density of the off-chip wiring. 

The SHOCC program run by DARPA 
seeks to provide a new way of fabri-
cating high performance integrated 
circuits so they are lower cost, have 
better wiring to permit all the data to 
flow between and among all the cir-
cuits—the information capacity known 
as connectivity, and much greater per-
formance. Such circuits would have 
tremendous importance for our mili-
tary, which is increasing its reliance 
on information technology and 
digitization. Our military needs im-
proved electronic technology at lower 
cost, and that is what the SHOCC pro-
gram is all about. 

This amendment authorizes $7 mil-
lion for DARPA to continue this 
ground-breaking research. There is an 
offset for the funding of this program. 

Mr. McCAIN. The amendment has 
been cleared, and I urge adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4408) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4409 
(Purpose: To amend section 346 (relating to 

authority to transfer contaminated Fed-
eral property before completion of required 
Federal actions) 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator SMITH and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. SMITH, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4409. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Beginning on page 90, strike line 1 and all 

that follows through page 91, line 17, and in-
sert the following: 
SEC. 346. AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER CONTAMI-

NATED FEDERAL PROPERTY BE-
FORE COMPLETION OF REQUIRED 
REMEDIAL ACTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 120(h)(3) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9620(h)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by redesigning subparagraph (A) as 
clause (i) and clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of that 

subparagraph as subclauses (I), (II), (III), re-
spectively; 

(2) by striking ‘‘After the last day’’ and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—After the last day’’; 
(3) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 

clause (ii) and clauses (i) and (ii) of that sub-
paragraph as subclauses (I) and (II), respec-
tively; 

(4) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 
clause (iii); 

(5) by striking ‘‘For purposes of subpara-
graph (B)(i)’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(B) COVENANT REQUIREMENTS.—For pur-
poses of subparagraphs (A)(ii)(I) and (C)(iii)’’; 

(6) in subparagraph (B), as designated by 
paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘subparagraph 
(B)’’ each place it appears and inserting 
‘‘subparagraph (A)(ii)’’; and 

(7) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(C) DEFERRAL.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator (in 

the case of real property at a Federal facility 
that is listed on the National Priorities List) 
or the Governor of the State in which the fa-
cility is located (in the case of real property 
at a Federal facility not listed on the Na-
tional Priorities List) may defer the require-
ment of subparagraph (A)(ii)(I) with respect 
to the property if the Administrator or the 
Governor, as the case may be, determines 
that— 

‘‘(I) the property is suitable for transfer for 
the use intended by the transferee; 

‘‘(II) the deed or other agreement proposed 
to govern the transfer between the United 
States and the transferee of the property 
contains the assurances set forth in clause 
(ii); and 

‘‘(III) the Federal agency requesting defer-
ral has provided notice, by publication in a 
newspaper of general circulation in the vi-
cinity of the property, of the proposed trans-
fer and of the opportunity for the public to 
submit, within a period of not less than 30 
days after the date of the notice, written 
comments on the finding by the agency that 
the property is suitable for transfer. 

‘‘(ii) REMEDIAL ACTION ASSURANCES.—With 
regard to a release or threatened release of a 
hazardous substance for which a Federal 
agency is potentially responsible under this 
section, the deed or other agreement pro-
posed to govern the transfer shall contain as-
surances that— 

‘‘(I) provide for any necessary restrictions 
to ensure the protection of human health 
and the environment; 

‘‘(II) provide that there will be restrictions 
on use necessary to ensure required remedial 
investigations, remedial actions, and over-
sight activities will not be disrupted; 

‘‘(III) provide that all appropriate remedial 
action will be taken and identify the sched-
ules for investigation and completion of all 
necessary remedial action; and 

‘‘(IV) provide that the Federal agency re-
sponsible for the property subject to transfer 
will submit a budget request to the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget that 
adequately addresses schedules, subject to 
congressional authorizations and appropria-
tions. 

‘‘(iii) WARRANTY.—When all remedial ac-
tion necessary to protect human health and 
the environment with respect to any sub-
stance remaining on the property on the 
date of transfer has been taken, the United 
States shall execute and deliver to the trans-
feree an appropriate document containing a 
warranty that all such remedial action has 
been completed, and the making of the war-
ranty shall be considered to satisfy the re-
quirement of subparagraph (A)(ii)(I). 

‘‘(iv) FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY.—A deferral 
under this subparagraph shall not increase, 
diminish, or affect in any manner any rights 
or obligations of a Federal agency with re-

spect to a property transferred under this 
subparagraph.’’. 

(b) CONTINUED APPLICATION OF STATE 
LAW.—The first sentence of section 120(a)(4) 
of the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620(a)(4)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘or facilities that are the subject of 
a deferral under subsection (h)(3)(C)’’ after 
‘‘United States’’. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, during 
the Armed Services Committee consid-
eration of S. 1745, Senator MCCAIN and 
I introduced language to amend section 
120(h)(3) of the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response Compensation and Li-
ability Act of 1980 [CERCLA] otherwise 
known as Superfund—to allow for the 
sale of contaminated properties at 
former Federal facilities prior to the 
completion of hazardous waste reme-
dial action. Although the Federal Gov-
ernment would remain responsible for 
the cost of cleaning up the existing 
contamination, the early transfer of 
these properties would allow for the ex-
pedited redevelopment of excess Fed-
eral properties, such as those closed 
under the Base Closure and Realign-
ment Act, without having to wait for 
the completion of the cleanup activi-
ties. This language, which was devel-
oped with the assistance of the Depart-
ment of Defense, was cleared as official 
administration policy by the Office of 
Management and Budget. 

In addition to section 346 being sup-
ported by the administration, we have 
been contacted by a number of States 
that believe that it is important that 
the transfer process be expedited so 
that necessary redevelopment takes 
place as soon as possible. As a result of 
my close involvement with efforts to 
redevelop Pease Air Force Base, as well 
as my chairmanship of the Senate 
Superfund Subcommittee, I am aware 
of instances where potential land rede-
velopment efforts were hindered be-
cause of the Federal agency’s inability 
to provide potential purchasers with a 
fee simple transaction prior to the 
time the property was cleaned up. By 
making this necessary revision to 
CERCLA 120(h), I believe that we will 
avoid needless complications in getting 
these properties into beneficial eco-
nomic reuse, yet at the same time, en-
sure that they will be appropriately 
cleaned up in a timely manner. 

Recently, I have received letters 
from a few State attorneys general ex-
pressing concerns about section 346, 
and seeking assurances that these 
properties will be expeditiously cleaned 
up. The attorneys general were pri-
marily concerned that we ensure that 
all appropriate remedial action is 
taken at thee sites in a timely manner, 
that schedules for completion of the 
cleanup be identified, and that existing 
agreements, including tri-party agree-
ments remain enforceable. In response 
to these concerns, my staff on the Sen-
ate Environment and Public Works 
Committee have been working with the 
staffs of Senators BAUCUS, LAUTEN-
BERG, and CHAFEE, as well as the staff 
on the Armed Services Committee and 
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representatives of the military serv-
ices, to address the concerns raised by 
the attorneys general. 

The amendment that I am offering 
today would accomplish a number of 
goals. First, it would ensure that those 
facilities that are transferred prior to 
their cleanup would receive the same 
environmental protections as those fa-
cilities currently cleaned up under sec-
tion 120(h). Similar to current law, the 
deed transferring the property would 
be required to contain assurances that 
all appropriate remedial action will be 
taken at the property, as well as iden-
tify schedules for the investigation and 
completion of all necessary remedial 
actions. In addition, the current lan-
guage in section 120(h) would continue 
to hold the Government responsible for 
any additional cleanup found to be nec-
essary after the date of the transfer. 

Second, this amendment specifically 
states that the Federal obligations for 
these facilities would not be dimin-
ished or affected as a result of these 
transfers. The functional effect is that 
contractual obligations, such as tri- 
party agreements, that have been en-
tered into by the Federal Government 
prior to the transfer, would remain un-
affected by this change. 

Third, this amendment would ensure 
that State laws, including State envi-
ronmental laws, will continue to apply 
to facilities that are transferred as a 
result of this section. Thus, in no way 
does this amendment affect the ability 
of States to fully enforce their State 
environmental cleanup requirements. 

Mr. President, my staff has been con-
tacted by the representatives of a num-
ber of Governor’s who have told me 
that they strongly support the existing 
language in section 346. However, I am 
willing to modify my language to ad-
dress the concerns raised by attorneys 
general. As a result of these changes, I 
believe that this amendment will not 
only clarify our intention to allow 
these pre-cleanup transfers, but it will 
also ensure that these cleanups will 
take place in a prompt fashion. 

I urge the support of my colleagues 
for this amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to engage the distinguished Chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee 
in a brief colloquy regarding the Smith 
amendment to section 346 of the bill. 
Let me also say that I am pleased that 
the managers have agreed to adopt the 
Smith amendment, which I believe im-
proves the section in question. 

The original intent of section 346 is 
worthy. We should make every effort 
to expedite the transfer of Federal 
property when it is needed for local 
economic development or similar time 
sensitive opportunities. However, upon 
reading the provision carefully, I be-
came concerned that providing the au-
thority to transfer contaminated Fed-
eral property before completion of re-
quired remedial actions could poten-
tially muddle the Federal Govern-
ment’s responsibility for cleaning up 
this contamination. 

I would like to ask the Senator from 
South Carolina whether anything in 
the Smith amendment to section 346 in 
any way diminishes the Federal Gov-
ernment’s obligation to remediate con-
tamination for which it or its agencies 
are responsible? 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Sen-
ator from Michigan for his interest. 
Nothing in the amended section 346 re-
duces or otherwise changes the respon-
sibility of the United States for clean-
ing up contamination at its facilities. 

Mr. LEVIN. I appreciate that clari-
fication from the chairman. As he and 
my colleagues may know, I have long 
been concerned that the Department of 
Defense [DOD] and Congress should al-
locate sufficient funds for the purposes 
of cleaning up closed and closing bases 
so that they may be reused to the ben-
efit of the local and State economies. 
In fact, I believe that these former 
military facilities deserve priority at-
tention because of the severe economic 
impact that closing bases can have on 
communities. 

I am thankful that the amendment 
reflects these concerns and requires 
cleanup schedules to be prepared and 
adequate budget requests to be made as 
part of the necessary assurances prior 
to any transfer. However, the amend-
ment still covers the entire universe of 
potentially transferrable Federal fa-
cilities and allows transfer prior to 
cleanup. Conceivably, this could result 
in less attention by DOD and other 
agencies to the remediation of these fa-
cilities. Could the chairman reassure 
me that the transfer of former military 
properties and other Federal facilities 
pursuant to the revised section 346 will 
not affect the priority DOD gives to 
their cleanup? 

Mr. THURMOND. Let me reassure 
the Senator from Michigan that sec-
tion 346 as amended by the Smith 
amendment does not affect or alter in 
any way the obligation of or the need 
for DOD to clean up the properties it 
has contaminated, particularly at 
closed or closing facilities. In fact, as 
the Senator indicated, all agencies pro-
posing to transfer property must iden-
tify specific cleanup schedules and sub-
mit budget requests that adequately 
address those schedules for remedial 
action. 

Mr. LEVIN. The chairman of the 
committee and his staff have been 
most helpful in arriving at these im-
provements to section 346. I appreciate 
his assistance. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, though 
the Smith amendment to section 346 
goes a long way toward resolving the 
majority of my concerns, and the reas-
surances provided by the chairman of 
the Senate Armed Services have been 
extremely helpful, there are still some 
issues that need to be considered before 
Congress proceeds with this kind of 
change in permanent law. 

Though I understand from DOD staff 
that the Department does not intend to 
use this new authority widely or with-
out significant caution, an argument 

can be made that a change of this mag-
nitude, affecting all Federal facilities, 
should be considered in the context of 
comprehensive reform of the Superfund 
law, and the Governmental Affairs 
Committee should probably have the 
opportunity to consider the change in 
the process for disposition of Federal 
property. 

Further, my office has been con-
tacted by the Attorney General of 
Michigan regarding his concerns about 
the impact of section 346 in the Com-
mittee-reported version of S. 1745. 
These concerns appear to be shared by 
many other State Attorneys General 
around the country. Some of these con-
cerns are addressed by the changes 
that the Smith amendment makes in 
section 346. But, I want my colleagues 
to know that this provision is not a 
simple matter and could have far- 
reaching consequences. I hope the con-
ferees will carefully consider the need 
for this new authority and the possible 
outcomes of its exercise. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter from the attorney general of Michi-
gan to me be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATE OF MICHIGAN, 
DEPARTMENT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL, 

Lansing, MI, June 13, 1996. 
Re: S. 1745—Proposed amendment of section 

120(h)(3) of CERCLA. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: I am writing to ex-
press my opposition to the change proposed 
by S. 1745, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1997, to a most im-
portant provision of the Comprehensive En-
vironmental Response, Compensation and Li-
ability Act (CERCLA). Section 120(h)(3) of 
CERCLA has clearly and unequivocally 
placed the burden of cleaning up contami-
nated federal property on federal agencies. 
This is sound public policy for a number of 
reasons, not the least of which is that since 
the property was contaminated by the fed-
eral government, is should set an example 
for the rest of the nation by accepting its re-
sponsibility for damages its agencies have 
done to the environment. It is a policy that 
has worked because of the mandates of sec-
tion 120(h)(3) that all remedial action nec-
essary be conducted before the site is trans-
ferred, and that any transfer contain a cov-
enant that any additional remedial action 
found to be necessary after the transfer will 
be conducted by the United States. 

The proposed change to section 120(h)(3) 
will permit the transfer of contaminated fed-
eral land before all remedial action is com-
pleted, and it will allow federal agencies to 
transfer their liability for the facility to 
other parties such as states, local govern-
ments and private persons. I urge you to 
strongly oppose this change in its present 
form. 

In many instances, the initial transferee of 
federal facilities may be a state or local gov-
ernment which accepts title in order to con-
vey to a private party for economic develop-
ment. Forcing the state or local agency to 
make a choice between accepting the land 
and the liability of the United State, or los-
ing the chance for economic redevelopment 
of the site by declining to accept such liabil-
ity, is unfair and contrary to the intent of 
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section 120(h)(3). Yet this is precisely the 
choice that will be presented in many in-
stances, and I fear that the acute need for re-
development and the ability to pass the li-
ability on to the private developer will force 
state and local agencies to absolve the 
United States of liability for the harm it has 
caused, even though the private redevel-
oper’s promise to accept the liability is often 
of little or no value. In such cases, the envi-
ronmental liability of the United States will 
be unfairly passed to state and local govern-
ments. 

Allowing federal agencies to transfer their 
environmental liability to others in the 
name of economic development will increase 
the number of orphan sites of contamination 
when the transferee is either unwilling, or 
more likely unable, to fulfill the ‘‘assur-
ance’’ it gave to remediate the federal facil-
ity. Facilitating civilian redevelopment of 
federal facilities is a worthwhile endeavor, 
but not at the expense of the environment. 

First and foremost, the federal government 
must keep the promise of remediating all 
contaminated federal facilities. The United 
States can fulfill this obligation, and pro-
mote redevelopment of federal facilities at 
the same time under the current section 
120(h)(3) of CERCLA. In those rare instances 
where redevelopment is thwarted by the in-
ability to convey title to the land to the re-
developer, CERCLA must continue to make 
clear that the United States will take any 
corrective action necessary after transfer-
ring the land. 

It is my position that an amendment to 
section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA such as that pro-
posed by S. 1745 should not be passed without 
clear mandates contained therein that the 
United States may not transfer its liability 
to any other party or person, and that the 
United States must convenant to take all re-
medial action necessary in the event the 
transferee fails to do so. 

Very truly yours, 
FRANK J. KELLEY, 

Attorney General. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I would like to ask the 
sponsor of the amendment, Senator 
SMITH, to clarify a couple of points I 
have on the amendment allowing the 
transfer of Federal facilities. First, let 
me say that transferring Federal facili-
ties to private parties as quickly as we 
can so they can be put to productive 
use is desirable. But we must not 
transfer property if doing so would 
compromise protection of human 
health and the environment. And we 
must ensure that when we do transfer 
Federal sites before they are cleaned 
up, we don’t forget about them. We 
must make sure that the Federal Gov-
ernment cleans up these sites as quick-
ly as it would if the Government still 
owned the property. At the same time, 
communities do not want to wait for 
years while interested parties study 
the extent of contamination and argue 
over remedies. So to speed up the 
transfer of contaminated land at these 
Federal sites, this amendment will 
allow the Federal Government to 
transfer property to private parties be-
fore the remedy is completed. While I 
support the amendment, I do so with 
some reservations and ask that my 
concerns be addressed in conference. I 
want to make sure that if we allow the 
Federal Government to transfer con-
taminated property before the site is 
cleaned up we do so with the appro-

priate safeguards necessary to ensure 
that the States and public is not sad-
dled with the cleanup of former Fed-
eral sites. I want to make sure that al-
lowing Federal sites to be transferred 
before the site is cleaned up will not af-
fect the Federal Government’s obliga-
tions to cleanup its sites. At many 
sites, the Federal Government has en-
tered into triparty agreements with 
the States and Federal regulators. 
These triparty agreements should not 
be compromised by transfers. Is it the 
understanding of the Senator that tri- 
party agreements will not be affected 
by the amendment? 

Mr. SMITH. It is my understanding 
that the triparty agreements will re-
main unaffected by this amendment. 
We do not intend that this provision ef-
fect the pace of cleanups or shift costs 
from the Federal Government to the 
States. More specifically, in the para-
graph setting forth the condition that 
must be met before a transfer can 
occur, clause (iv) states that a deferral 
shall not increase, diminish, or affect 
in any manner any rights or obliga-
tions of a Federal agency with respect 
to a property transferred. 

Mr. BAUCUS. So it is the intent of 
the Senator that by using the phrase 
‘‘rights or obligations’’ in clause (iv) is 
to cover any existing contractual obli-
gation entered into by the Federal 
agency? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Would the Senator 

agree that triparty agreements are one 
category of contractual obligation? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Second, I understand 

that the amendment would allow 
transfers of Federal facilities to occur 
before remedial action is in place, pro-
vided that the transfer contains several 
assurances. These assurances would, 
among other things, assure that all ap-
propriate remedial action will be taken 
and that the schedules for investiga-
tion and completion of all necessary 
remedial actions will be identified. Is 
the intent of this language to ensure 
that the cleanup at transferred sites 
will proceed according to the schedule 
identified in a deed or other agreement 
proposed to govern the transfer? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 
Mr. BAUCUS. I am pleased that the 

intent of this language is for the clean-
up to proceed according to the schedule 
in the deed or other agreement pro-
posed to govern the transfer. But I am 
unclear who would enforce the schedule 
and I would hope this is clarified in 
conference. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I share these 
concerns. We want to put Federal fa-
cilities back into productive use as 
quickly as we can. But we must make 
sure that we do so in a way that pro-
tects our citizens health and their en-
vironment. While the amendment in-
cludes a number of assurances that 
must be made before a transfer can 
occur, we must make sure that all of 
the assurances are met so that health 
and safety are not compromised and 

cleanup occurs as quickly as possible. 
One of the most effective tools now 
being used to expedite cleanups are 
interagency agreements, including tri- 
party agreements. Does the Senator 
agree that triparty agreements are an 
effective mechanism for ensuring input 
from States and coordinating cleanup 
efforts, and should be used where ap-
propriate? 

Mr. SMITH. Triparty agreements 
have proven to be an effective tool to 
coordinate the cleanup efforts at Fed-
eral facilities. These agreements 
should be used where appropriate, and 
nothing in this amendment would im-
pede the ability of Federal regulatory 
agencies and States to enter into such 
agreements. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Let me restate 
my interest in expediting the reuse of 
these properties. But it must be done 
carefully and cleanups must proceed in 
a timely manner. In addition, we must 
make sure that States have all of the 
tools that they need to be partners in 
these transfers of Federal lands and in 
their cleanup. I hope the Senator will 
work to address my concerns in con-
ference. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4409) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4410 
(Purpose: To strengthen certain sanctions 
against nuclear proliferation activities) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator GLENN and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. GLENN, for himself and Mr. PELL, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 4410. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle F of title X, add the 

following: 
SEC. 1072. STRENGTHENING CERTAIN SANCTIONS 

AGAINST NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION 
ACTIVITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2(b)(4) of the Ex-
port-Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 
635(b)(4)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting after ‘‘any country has 
willfully aided or abetted’’ the following: ‘‘, 
or any person has knowingly aided or abet-
ted,’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘or countries’’ and inserting 
‘‘, countries, person, or persons’’; 

(3) by inserting after ‘‘United States ex-
ports to such country’’ the following: ‘‘or, in 
the case of any such person, give approval to 
guarantee, insure, or extend credit, or par-
ticipate in the extension of credit in support 
of, exports to or by any such person for a 12- 
month period,’’; 

(4) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ immediately after 
‘‘(4)’’; 

(5) by inserting after ‘‘United States ex-
ports to such country’’ the second place it 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:40 Jun 20, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S28JN6.REC S28JN6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7244 June 28, 1996 
appears the following: ‘‘, except as provided 
in subparagraph (B),’’; and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) In the case of any country or person 

aiding or abetting a non-nuclear-weapon 
state as described in subparagraph (A), the 
prohibition on financing by the Bank con-
tained in the second sentence of that sub-
paragraph shall not apply to the country or 
person, as the case may be, if the President 
determines and certifies in writing to the 
Congress that— 

‘‘(i) reliable information indicates that the 
country or person with respect to which the 
determination is made has ceased to aid or 
abet any non-nuclear-weapon state to ac-
quire any nuclear explosive device or to ac-
quire unsafeguarded special nuclear mate-
rial; and 

‘‘(ii) the President has received reliable as-
surances from the country or person that 
such country or person will not, in the fu-
ture, aid or abet any non-nuclear-weapon 
state in its efforts to acquire any nuclear ex-
plosive device or any unsafeguarded special 
nuclear material. 

‘‘(C) For purposes of subparagraphs (A) and 
(B)— 

‘‘(i) the term ‘country’ has the meaning 
given to ‘foreign state’ in section 1603(a) of 
title 28, United States Code; 

‘‘(ii) the term ‘knowingly’ is used within 
the meaning of the term ‘knowing’ in section 
104 of the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act; and 

‘‘(iii) the term ‘person’ means a natural 
person as well as a corporation, business as-
sociation, partnership, society, trust, any 
other nongovernmental entity, organization, 
or group, and any governmental entity oper-
ating as a business enterprise, and any suc-
cessor of any such entity.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—(1) The amendments 
made by paragraphs (1) through (5) of sub-
section (a) shall apply to persons, and the 
amendment made by subsection (a)(6), shall 
apply to countries and persons, aiding or 
abetting non-nuclear weapon states on or 
after June 29, 1994. 

(2) Nothing in this section or the amend-
ments made by this section shall apply to 
obligations undertaken pursuant to guaran-
tees, insurance, and the extension of credits 
(and participation in the extension of cred-
its) made before the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION SANCTIONS 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, this 

amendment will authorize the Presi-
dent to impose Export-Import Bank 
sanctions against specific entities that 
knowingly aid or abet countries to ac-
quire nuclear weapons or nuclear mate-
rials for such weapons. 

Each of the Commanders in Chief and 
Secretaries of Defense of this country— 
regardless of their party affiliation— 
has over the last half century recog-
nized that the global spread of nuclear 
weapons constitutes one of the gravest 
threats to our national security, to the 
security of our friends and allies, and 
to world order. Though there are other 
weapons of mass destruction that may 
be easier to acquire and to use, a nu-
clear weapon has the unique ability to 
obliterate a whole city in an instant. 
For this reason, it is understandable 
that our national leadership and de-
fense community have exerted consid-
erable effort over the last several dec-
ades to reducing this threat to all 
Americans. 

The persisting and ever-changing na-
ture of this threat, coupled with the 

many pathways that are available to 
countries to acquire such bombs, re-
quires our Government—both the Con-
gress and the Executive—to ensure 
that the tools we use to combat this 
threat are up to the job. When these 
tools are sharp and working as in-
tended, the security of each and every 
American citizen is enhanced accord-
ingly. Our law must continually re-
spond to—but never surrender to—new 
challenges that arise with the passage 
of time. 

Current law—The Export Import 
Bank Act—requires the denial of Exim 
Bank credits to finance goods destined 
to: Any country that has violated safe-
guards or a U.S. nuclear agreement; 
any non-nuclear-weapon state that det-
onates a bomb; or any country that has 
willfully aided or abetted a non-nu-
clear-weapon state to get the bomb. 

The first two of these sanctions were 
enacted on October 26, 1977, whereas I 
authored the language in the Nuclear 
Proliferation Prevention Act of 1994 
which created the third sanction au-
thority listed above. 

Revelations in 1996 that a govern-
ment-owned Chinese entity had sent 
sensitive uranium enrichment tech-
nology to Pakistan raised the possi-
bility of the denial of several billion 
dollars of Exim-financed credits for 
United States exports to China. Unfor-
tunately, the China Nuclear Energy In-
dustry Corporation [CNEIC]—the spe-
cific entity involved in the trans-
action—escaped all sanctions since the 
law prescribed sanctions only against a 
country that willfully aids and abets 
proliferation. Also, the United States 
took no action against China because 
of insufficient evidence of willful in-
tent on the part of China’s leaders. The 
current law does not authorize the 
President to target Exim sanctions 
against specific entities—including 
state-owned entities like CNEIC oper-
ating as a business enterprise—that 
knowingly engage in illicit nuclear 
transfers. 

The amendment builds upon existing 
Exim Bank sanctions authorities for 
the most serious proliferation-related 
activities—that is, violations of safe-
guards and U.S. nuclear agreements, 
nuclear detonations, and willful state 
actions in promoting proliferation. It 
authorizes the President to target such 
sanctions against persons, including 
government-owned entities operating 
as a commercial enterprise, that know-
ingly aid or abet a country to acquire 
a nuclear-explosive device or nuclear 
material for such a device. 

The amendment also authorizes the 
President to terminate sanctions that 
are imposed against countries and per-
sons that aid and abet such forms of 
proliferation, upon receipt of reliable 
assurances that the activity has 
stopped and will not recur. The inten-
tion here is to give the violator an in-
centive to cease the prohibited activity 
and a disincentive for continuing it. 

This new sanctions authority will by 
no means serve as a panacea for all of 

the proliferation threats that will face 
our country in the years ahead. But it 
is not intended to perform this func-
tion. It seeks to achieve a more spe-
cific purpose. By enabling the Presi-
dent to target sanctions against spe-
cific proliferators, the new language 
would strengthen the credibility of this 
sanctions authority and thereby work 
to discourage future business with en-
terprises like the CNEIC which know-
ingly promote the global spread of nu-
clear weapons. The amendment will 
work to ensure that the taxpayer dol-
lars controlled by the Exim Bank are 
being used to advance the commercial 
interests of the United States, not the 
commercial interests of enterprises 
that are promoting the global spread of 
nuclear weapons. 

My intent is no more and no less 
than to move our legislation another 
step toward taking the profits out of 
proliferation. I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to offer with the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. GLENN] an amendment that 
would withhold for a period of 1 year 
Export-Import Bank credits for any en-
tity that knowingly assists a non-
nuclear weapons state to acquire a nu-
clear explosive device or the special 
nuclear materials for such a device. I 
am pleased that the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. HELMS] is joining 
us as a cosponsor. 

This amendment represents a signifi-
cant advance in our efforts to target 
companies that are profiting from nu-
clear proliferation. It will strengthen 
the President’s hand in showing United 
States determination to do all that it 
can to prevent illicit trafficking in nu-
clear weapons and the materials needed 
to make them. 

Under current law, and subject to a 
national interest waiver, Exim Bank 
credits are denied to: First, any coun-
try that has violated an international 
nuclear safeguards agreement; second, 
any country that has violated an 
agreement for nuclear cooperation 
with the United States; third, any non-
nuclear weapons state that has deto-
nated a nuclear weapon, or fourth, any 
country that has willfully aided or 
abetted a nonnuclear weapons state to 
get nuclear weapons. 

This amendment requires the Presi-
dent to apply sanctions against per-
sons, including government-owned en-
tities operating as commercial enter-
prises, that knowingly aid or abet ef-
forts by a country to acquire a nuclear 
explosive device or the nuclear mate-
rial for such a device. The amendment 
also authorizes the President to termi-
nate sanctions upon receipt of reliable 
assurances that the effort to aid or 
abet has ceased and that such country 
or person will not in the future aid or 
abet any nonnuclear weapons state in 
efforts to acquire nuclear explosives or 
unsafeguarded materials. 

Mr. President, in May the State De-
partment announced that a firm owned 
by the Chinese Government, China Nu-
clear Energy Industry Crop. [CNEIC], 
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had sent ring magnets to an 
unsafeguarded Pakistani nuclear en-
richment facility and it had engaged in 
other undisclosed nuclear cooperation. 
The law provides for sanctions in such 
a case against China if the transfer was 
the result of a willful action by the 
Government of China. Under this 
amendment, CNEIC could be sanc-
tioned specifically for its activities for 
a period of 1 year. With this amend-
ment the United States would move 
away from a situation in which Exim 
financing denial must be applied 
against a whole country, or not at all, 
which has presented very difficult 
choices. With this amendment, the de-
nial of Exim financing can be focused 
on the wrongdoer. This will help us 
avoid charades in which we desperately 
avoid facing up to proliferation prob-
lems. As a result, companies and coun-
tries tempted to misbehave in the pro-
liferation area will know that there is 
a much more real prospect of penalties 
that are both painful and appropriate. 

Mr. President, this amendment rep-
resents a further refinement of an ex-
panding array of sanctions legislation 
that is steadily evolving in order to 
make it a more effective instrument of 
U.S. foreign policy in a bipartisan ef-
fort to end the spread of nuclear weap-
ons. 

This has included the Glenn and Sy-
mington amendments of the mid-1970’s, 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 
1978, the Chemical and Biological 
Weapons Control and Warfare Elimi-
nation Act of 1991, and the Nuclear 
Proliferation Prevention Act of 1994, as 
well as a number of other legislative 
initiatives. 

The Senate has been in the lead of ef-
forts to develop a coherent and effec-
tive nonproliferation policy for the 
United States. At times, those of us 
most involved have worked closely 
with the executive branch. At other 
times we have been at odds, but we 
have been able to reach reasonable 
compromises. As a result, the United 
States has set an example for the rest 
of the world and has brought other na-
tions along with us. In addition, some 
of the nations most concerned about 
proliferation have taken their own ini-
tiatives and the result is a world stead-
ily more attuned to the problems posed 
by nonproliferation and better willing 
and able to deal with those problems. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator GLENN and the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, Senator 
PELL, as an original cosponsor of this 
amendment. I have a clear and simple 
reason for supporting this amendment. 
I am appalled at the legal gymnastics 
in which the administration has en-
gaged for the purpose of avoiding sanc-
tions against Communist China. 

This, mind you, Mr. President, was 
after Beijing had supplied critical dual 
use technology to another nation’s nu-
clear weapons program. At a minimum, 
the administration’s refusal—on May 
10, 1996—to determine that 

sanctionable activity occurred under 
section 2(b)(4) of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945 undermined the credi-
bility of the United States’ effort to 
discourage trafficking in nuclear weap-
ons technology. 

This administration traded away our 
vital national security concerns in ex-
change for a denial by the Beijing gov-
ernment that it knew that Govern-
ment-owned entities were in fact sell-
ing highly specialized ring-magnets to 
other countries, and China’s promise 
not to do it again—and we all know 
what that promise is worth. In any 
event, that is all it took for China’s nu-
clear traffickers to make a complete 
mockery of United States sanctions 
legislation. 

Now, let’s examine, for the record, 
what the Chinese had to say in order to 
placate the Clinton administration: 

As a state party to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons [NPT], 
China strictly observes its obligations under 
the treaty, and is against the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, or assisting other countries 
in developing such weapons. The nuclear co-
operation between China and the countries 
concerned is exclusively for peaceful pur-
poses. China will not provide assistance to 
unsafeguarded nuclear facilities. China 
stands for the strengthening of the inter-
national nuclear non-proliferation regime, 
including the strengthening of safeguards 
and export control measures. 

Mr. President, if China truly ob-
served its obligations under the NPT, 
it would not persistently violate Arti-
cle I of the treaty stipulating that a 
nuclear weapons state party to the 
treaty shall not in any way encourage, 
assist, or induce any nonnuclear weap-
ons state to manufacture or otherwise 
acquire nuclear weapons. Article III of 
the treaty prohibits countries from 
providing equipment to process, use, or 
produce fissionable material to 
unsafeguarded programs in nonnuclear 
weapons states. 

If China were abiding by all of its 
NPT obligations, why would it need to 
pledge to refrain from assisting 
unsafeguarded facilities? Maybe China 
intends to abide by only selective parts 
of the NPT, just as it appears to adhere 
selectively only to portions of the Mis-
sile Technology Control Regime guide-
lines. 

This latest pledge is worthless. It is 
second-verse-same-as-the-first, a song 
we have all heard before. In 1984, Chi-
nese Premier, Zhao Ziyang, tried to 
downplay concerns over China’s covert 
assistance to aspiring nuclear powers 
by declaring, at the White House, that 
‘‘we do not engage in nuclear prolifera-
tion ourselves, nor do we help other 
countries develop nuclear weapons.’’ A 
decade later, in 1994, China piously pro-
claimed its ‘‘shared commitment to 
preventing the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons * * *’’ to escape punishment 
for its transfer of M–11 missiles to 
Pakistan. 

Mr. President, if I had given my 
granddaughters a nickel every time 
China made a false promise, there 
would be a loaded piggy bank on 

Julia’s bedroom dresser. The history of 
United States-Chinese relations is lit-
tered with broken Chinese promises 
and worthless pledges. We now have 
the spectacle of the Chinese promising 
to enforce their promises regarding in-
tellectual property rights—even as re-
ports arrive that pirate CD factories 
continue to operate in China. Taking 
Red China at its word is perilous and 
foolish, particularly when the firm 
that just finished escaping sanctions 
for its export of ring magnets to Paki-
stan now plans to export a uranium 
conversion facility to Iran. 

In fact, I am astounded at the feroc-
ity with which this administration at-
tacked China when the interests of 
Hollywood and the entertainment in-
dustry were at stake. But compare that 
to the administration’s meek and mild 
reaction to Chinese trafficking in nu-
clear materials. I cannot imagine a 
case in which our national interests 
have seemed more skewed. 

So, Mr. President, this amendment 
will strengthen existing sanctions law 
by requiring the President to withhold 
export-import bank financing from 
anybody who encourages the prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons. If we have to 
close off every escape route in legisla-
tion, one by one, to force this adminis-
tration to deal with China’s prolifera-
tion activities, then that is what we 
must do. 

In any event, I am not prepared to sit 
idly by as China offers platitudes in 
order to escape any and all punishment 
for its actions. And I certainly am not 
willing to underwrite loans to the very 
firm that is transferring nuclear weap-
ons technology to Iran. 

Mr. MCCAIN. This amendment has 
been cleared on this side, and I urge 
the Senate to adopt this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4410) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4411 
(Purpose: To establish a 1-year pilot program 

for online transfer of defense technology 
information from institutions of higher 
education to private businesses through an 
interactive data network involving institu-
tions of higher education) 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, on be-

half of Senator CHAFEE, I offer an 
amendment which would establish a 1- 
year pilot program for online transfer 
of defense technology information from 
institutions of higher education to pri-
vate businesses through an interactive 
data network involving institutions of 
higher education. 

I believe this amendment has been 
cleared by the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. CHAFEE, proposes an amendment 
numbered 4411. 
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The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title VIII add the following: 

SEC. 810. PILOT PROGRAM FOR TRANSFER OF DE-
FENSE TECHNOLOGY INFORMATION 
TO PRIVATE INDUSTRY. 

(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Secretary of 
Defense shall carry out a pilot program to 
demonstrate online transfers of information 
on defense technologies to businesses in the 
private sector through an interactive data 
network involving Small Business Develop-
ment Centers of institutions of higher edu-
cation. 

(b) COMPUTERIZED DATA BASE OF DEFENSE 
TECHNOLOGIES.—(1) Under the pilot program, 
the Secretary shall enter into an agreement 
with the head of an eligible institution of 
higher education that provides for such in-
stitution— 

(A) to develop and maintain a computer-
ized data base of information on defense 
technologies; 

(B) to make such information available on-
line to— 

(i) businesses; and 
(ii) other institutions of higher education 

entering into partnerships with the Sec-
retary under subsection (c). 

(2) The online accessibility may be estab-
lished by means of any of, or any combina-
tion of, the following: 

(A) Digital teleconferencing. 
(B) International Signal Digital Network 

lines. 
(C) Direct modem hookup. 
(c) PARTNERSHIP NETWORK.—Under the 

pilot program, the Secretary shall seek to 
enter into agreements with the heads of sev-
eral eligible institutions of higher education 
having strong business education programs 
to provide for the institutions of higher edu-
cation entering into such agreements— 

(1) to establish interactive computer links 
with the data base developed and maintained 
under subsection (b); and 

(2) to assist the Secretary in making infor-
mation on defense technologies available on-
line to the broadest practicable number, 
types, and sizes of businesses. 

(d) ELIGIBLE INSTITUTIONS.—For the pur-
poses of this section, an institution of higher 
education is eligible to enter into an agree-
ment under subsection (b) or (c) if the insti-
tution has a Small Business Development 
Center. 

(e) DEFENSE TECHNOLOGIES COVERED.—(1) 
The Secretary shall designate the tech-
nologies to be covered by the pilot program 
from among the existing and experimental 
technologies that the Secretary deter-
mines— 

(A) are useful in meeting Department of 
Defense needs; and 

(B) should be made available under the 
pilot program to facilitate the satisfaction 
of such needs by private sector sources. 

(2) Technologies covered by the program 
should include technologies useful for de-
fense purposes that can also be used for non-
defense purposes (without or without modi-
fication). 

(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘Small Business Development 

Center’’ means a small business development 
center established pursuant to section 21 of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 648). 

(2) The term ‘‘defense technology’’ means a 
technology designated by the Secretary of 
Defense under subsection (d). 

(3) The term ‘‘partnership’’ means an 
agreement entered into under subsection (c). 

(g) TERMINATION OF PILOT PROGRAM.—The 
pilot program shall terminate one year after 
the Secretary enters into an agreement 
under subsection (b). 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Of 
the amount authorized to be appropriated 

under section 201(4) for university research 
initiatives, $3,000,000 is available for the pilot 
program. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4411) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4412 
(Purpose: To make technical corrections) 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, on be-

half of Senators THURMOND and NUNN, I 
offer an amendment to make technical 
corrections to S. 1745. 

I believe the amendment has been 
cleared by the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. THURMOND, for himself and Mr. NUNN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 4412. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In section 216, strike out the section head-

ing and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 216. TIER III MINUS UNMANNED AERIAL VE-

HICLE. 
In section 3131(e), in the matter preceding 

paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘section 3101’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘section 3101(b)(1)’’. 

In section 3131(e)(1), strike out ‘‘and’’ after 
the semicolon. 

In section 3131(e)(2), strike out the period 
at the end and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘; and’’. 

At the end of section 3131(e), add the fol-
lowing: 

(3) not more than $100,000,000 shall be avail-
able for other tritium production research 
activities. 

In section 3132(a), strike out ‘‘requirements 
for tritium for’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘tritium requirements for’’. 

In section 3136(a), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘section 3102’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘section 3102(b)’’. 

In section 3136(a)(1), strike out 
‘‘$43,000,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$65,700,000’’. 

In section 3136(a)(2), strike out 
‘‘$15,000,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$80,000,000’’. 

In section 3136(a)(2), strike out ‘‘stainless 
steel’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘non-alu-
minum clad’’. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4412) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I believe 
that completes the cleared amend-
ments. 

I would like to inform Senators that 
a unanimous-consent agreement has 
been tentatively worked out and is 

being drawn up for the approval of the 
Democratic leader. 

We are working at this time to get 
time agreements on the remaining 
amendments which would be part of 
the unanimous-consent agreement. 

I urge my colleagues to contact Sen-
ator THURMOND and Senator NUNN, the 
managers of the bill, in order that we 
might in anticipation of the unanimous 
consent agreement rapidly dispense 
with these pending amendments and 
then move to final passage. I believe we 
are at that point now. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator. I do not think we 
can reach the UC without having be-
forehand ascertaining time for amend-
ments. I think one is interdependent 
with the other. 

Mr. NUNN. We have a list of the 
amendments. We have swapped that 
list on both sides. I have just gone over 
each amendment that looks like it 
might have a rollcall vote with the 
people on our side. I have gotten every 
single person on this list to agree to a 
relatively short-time agreement. There 
appears to be several of these amend-
ments that we can work out. So I think 
we are making very substantial 
progress, if we get the UC’s. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I again say to my col-
league that we have a list of the 
amendments. We need the time agree-
ments. 

Mr. WARNER. I commend the Sen-
ator. That is precisely the direction in 
which we must move. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
would like to make some comments on 
the Feingold amendment which is not 
the pending business, and I ask unani-
mous consent to be able to make up to 
5 minutes of comments on that amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4388 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, the 

Feingold amendment would impair the 
capacity of our defense to continue to 
bring on line the F/A–18E/F program 
which needs to be delivered on sched-
ule—and which will deliver on sched-
ule—a tactical carrier-based fighter ca-
pable of deterring the most techno-
logically advanced threats currently 
available to any of our potential adver-
saries. 

The Feingold amendment would in-
troduce delays in the system which 
would certainly be very costly, be 
counterproductive, and be expensive 
not only in terms of our economics but 
it could be costly in terms of our abil-
ity to defend our Nation. 

The expendability of the E/F will 
keep this fighter at the forefront of 
combat technology until the advanced 
Joint Strike Fighter becomes available 
and operational. 

Let me discuss some of the dif-
ferences between the F/A–18C/D and the 
E/F aircraft. The F/A–18C/D only has 0.2 
cubic feet of space available for new 
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equipment while the E/F has 17 cubic 
feet of space available making it able 
to incorporate new weapons system ad-
vances within the next 20 years. Com-
mon sense tells us that if we are build-
ing a new fighter aircraft, we should 
build one that is capable of accommo-
dating future advances in technology. 

The increased flight range of the E/F 
cannot be recreated on the C/D merely 
by attaching larger fuel tanks. Doing 
so does not give the C/D sufficient deck 
clearance for operations on carriers 
and further restricts the maximum 
payload. Adding larger tanks to the C/ 
D requires stronger wings and landing 
gear. These modifications to the C/D 
are not cheap, either in dollars or in 
time for design, manufacture, and 
modification. 

I do not think we can accurately pre-
dict what advances there will be in 
weapons, in avionics, in electronics— 
and as yet unknown breakthroughs— 
that will be developed in the next two 
decades over which the life of one of 
these fighters is expected to be utilized 
in our Navy. We need maximum flexi-
bility to ensure compatibility with fu-
ture technology. 

The E/F has greater maximum pay-
load and greater mission range by 40 to 
50 percent than the C/D regardless of 
configuration. The technology that in-
creases combat survivability of the E/ 
F, such as the radar cross-section, the 
‘‘stealthiness’’, also greatly exceeds 
that of the C/D, thus keeping the Super 
Hornet ahead of the advanced weapons 
that are easily available to all of our 
potential adversaries. 

So the difference between these air-
craft is substantial, significant, and 
meaningful. The procurement of more 
F/18C/Ds is not a viable option at this 
time. Growth within the C/D program 
has taken advantage of the potential 
originally designed into the aircraft, 
saving the Defense Department money 
as they made changes to the aircraft as 
technology advanced. Now the time is 
right to move to the next generation of 
this successful program. 

The Joint Strike Fighter, the JSF, is 
too far off in the future to consider it 
as a replacement for the C/D. By the 
time the Joint Strike Fighter is avail-
able the C/D will be far outdated and 
that would open a technological win-
dow of vulnerability in our national de-
fense. 

The F/A–18E/F is already built. The 
program is on cost, on schedule, and 
900 pounds underweight, making this a 
vital and necessary component of our 
defense capacity. The program is not a 
research and development project, but 
it is an already successful flight test 
program—it is ready to enter full-scale 
production. 

The Navy just finished a comprehen-
sive review of the F–18E/F program. In 
May of this year, the Navy reported to 
Congress that the program had met or 
exceeded all their requirements con-
cerning cost, schedule, and perform-
ance. This program as been a model for 
other aircraft acquisitions by any 

measure. To interrupt this program on 
the basis of one GAO study, is in my 
judgment, unwise at this time. 

The amendment would cause delays 
in a program that has been running 
successfully, which has been running 
on time, that will create a technology 
that is up to date. The Super Hornet 
program will deliver a carrier-based 
tactical aircraft at one-third to one- 
half the cost of designing yet another 
aircraft with the same capabilities 
from scratch. I believe we should con-
tinue with the program. 

I oppose the amendment as proposed 
by Senator FEINGOLD because it would 
cause costly delays, and impair our 
ability to take advantage of this pro-
gram. Clearly, this aircraft is a fighter 
with the capacity to accommodate the 
developments of the future—the tech-
nology, the avionics, the survivability, 
and the armaments. And if we were to 
impair our ability to go forward in that 
respect we would find ourselves sub-
stantially disadvantaged in the capac-
ity to provide for the defense of our Na-
tion. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4413 

(Purpose: To require a report by the Presi-
dent detailing the anticipated casualties 
and destruction resulting from a nuclear, 
biological, or chemical weapons attack) 
Mr. BROWN. I send an amendment to 

the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 4413. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle C of title II add the 

following: 
SEC. 237. ANNUAL REPORT ON THREAT OF AT-

TACK BY BALLISTIC MISSILES CAR-
RYING NUCLEAR, CHEMICAL, OR BI-
OLOGICAL WARHEADS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The worldwide proliferation of ballistic 
missiles is a potential threat to the United 
States national interests overseas and chal-
lenges United States defense planning. 

(2) In the absence of a national missile de-
fense, the United States remains vulnerable 
to long-range missile threats. 

(3) Russia has a ground-based missile de-
fense system deployed around Moscow. 

(4) Several countries, including Iraq, Iran, 
and North Korea may soon be techno-
logically capable of threatening the United 
States and Russia with ballistic missile at-
tack. 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—(1) Each year, the 
President shall submit to Congress a report 
on the threats to the United States of attack 
by ballistic missiles carrying nuclear, bio-
logical, or chemical warheads. 

(2) The President shall submit the first re-
port not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(c) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report shall 
contain the following: 

(1) A list of all countries thought to have 
nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons, the 
estimated numbers of such weapons that 
each country has, and the destructive poten-
tial of the weapons. 

(2) A list of all countries thought to have 
ballistic missiles, the estimated number of 
such missiles that each country has, and an 
assessment of the ability of those countries 
to integrate their ballistic missile capabili-
ties with their nuclear, chemical, or biologi-
cal weapons technologies. 

(3) A comparison of the United States civil 
defense capabilities with the civil defense ca-
pabilities of each country that has nuclear, 
chemical, or biological weapons and ballistic 
missiles capable of delivering such weapons. 

(4) An estimate of the number of American 
fatalities and injuries that could result, and 
an estimate of the value of property that 
could be lost, from an attack on the United 
States by ballistic missiles carrying nuclear, 
chemical, or biological weapons if the United 
States were left undefended by a national 
missile defense system covering all 50 
States. 

(5) Assuming the use of any existing the-
ater ballistic missile defense system for de-
fense of the United States, a list of the 
States that would be left exposed to nuclear 
ballistic missile attacks and the criteria 
used to determine which States would be left 
exposed. 

(6) The means by which the United States 
is preparing to defend itself against the po-
tential threat of ballistic missile attacks by 
North Korea, Iran, Iraq, and other countries 
obtaining ballistic missiles capable of deliv-
ering nuclear, chemical, and biological weap-
ons in the near future. 

(7) For each country that is capable of at-
tacking the United States with ballistic mis-
siles carrying a nuclear, biological, or chem-
ical weapon, a comparison of— 

(A) the vulnerability of the United States 
to such an attack if theater missile defenses 
were used to defend against the attack; and 

(B) the vulnerability of the United States 
to such an attack if a national missile de-
fense were in place to defend against the at-
tack. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, a number 
of the Members of the Senate have re-
viewed this proposed amendment in the 
past week. This version of it that is 
being offered this morning is different 
than what has been circulated before. 
Specifically subparagraph No. 5 is 
dropped. That is one that referred to 
the strong statement of policy with re-
gard to the need to protect American 
citizens from this threat that is 
thought to be of concern by some. So it 
is dropped. And then language is modi-
fied throughout that is not signifi-
cantly impacted but does solve the 
problem. 

Mr. President, the heart of the reso-
lution is simply to ask for the annual 
statement on the threat that faces the 
United States from incoming ballistic 
missiles utilizing warheads that could 
involve nuclear technology or chemical 
or biological weapons. 

Why is it important? There is no 
question that the parties disagree at 
times about the need for an anti-bal-
listic missile system. My sense is that 
the disagreement comes from the sig-
nificant cost. But I do not believe that 
there is any disagreement over the con-
cern over the potential of a missile at-
tack. The President himself has ex-
pressed in strong words this concerns 
of a potential missile attack. 
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Let me quote from Executive Order 

12938. This was issued by the President 
in November 1994. 

I, William J. Clinton, President of the 
United States of America, find that the pro-
liferation of nuclear, biological and chemical 
weapons, weapons of mass destruction, and 
the means of delivering such weapons con-
stitutes an unusual and extraordinary threat 
to the national security, foreign policy and 
economy of the United States, and hereby 
declare a national emergency to deal with 
that threat. 

Mr. President, that was almost 2 
years ago. If anything, the threat to 
our country has increased since then. I 
understand there would be a deliberate 
and extended debate over the amount 
of money we might spend in terms of 
developing antiballistic missiles, but I 
do not understand why we would want 
to make those decisions in the dark. 
We do need to be at least aware of the 
threat. We do need to have a reason-
able assessment of what damage could 
be done from these weapons. We do 
need to properly evaluate whether we 
should move ahead with that research 
and development or not. We need to 
have some rational evaluation of what 
damage that could be avoided and what 
problems we would be averting if we 
did develop a antiballistic missile sys-
tem. 

My hope is that this will be accepted 
by both sides. It has been accepted by 
the majority side thus far. My hope is 
that the concessions we have made in 
the modification are acceptable to the 
minority side. If they are not, we ought 
to vote on this. If America intends to 
close its eyes to what the threat is and 
not make a reasonable evaluation of 
the dangers we face, then I think we 
stand in danger of not making a ration-
al decision. We should not make a deci-
sion that affects our future national se-
curity out of ignorance. That is what 
this report is all about, to give us a 
reasonable, thoughtful, objective as-
sessment of what danger is. Political 
leaders can then make their judg-
ments, but we should not make it in 
the dark. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the dis-

tinguished Senator from Georgia and 
myself and the Senator from Arizona, 
Mr. MCCAIN, on behalf of the chairman 
of the committee, Mr. THURMOND, have 
examined this. The Senator from Colo-
rado has made significant changes 
which puts this amendment, in our 
judgment, in a posture that it can be 
accepted. 

Bear in mind that yesterday the Sen-
ate adopted an amendment to address 
the U.S. vulnerability to terrorist at-
tacks involving use of weapons of mass 
destruction. It was sponsored by Sen-
ators NUNN and LUGAR and DOMENICI, 
and I covered the floor debate on that. 
So I think this amendment is supple-
mental in many respects of earlier ac-
tion taken by the Senate on this bill, 
and therefore we will accept the 
amendment. 

The amendment is now at the desk. 
Therefore, Madam President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
SNOWE). Without objection, the amend-
ment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4413) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, again, 
the managers of the bill are urging 
Senators to come to the floor. We are 
proceeding with the hope and expecta-
tion this bill can be concluded today. 

Seeing no Senator at this moment 
seeking recognition, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, the 
Brown amendment has been accepted. I 
had given my side’s approval on that. 

There is some language in here that 
I still want to look at. It is accom-
plished. But I am glad to work with the 
Senator from Colorado. I share his con-
cern about the need for a defense sys-
tem, a ballistic missile defense system. 

I think surely we will be able to work 
together to find some language that 
needs to be changed somewhat in con-
ference. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I 
wanted to indicate my appreciation to 
the Senator from Georgia and also in-
dicate it is not my intention to add 
new language that unnecessarily in-
flames the issue. To the extent there is 
a way we can work together on lan-
guage that needs to be modified, I ap-
preciate his suggestion. I will be happy 
to work with this Senator. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Madam President, I believe the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] has a 
couple of amendments, and it is my 
hope he will be here momentarily to 
present those amendments. Both of 
these are going to likely require a roll-
call vote. In the meantime, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4414 

(Purpose: To require that the equipment to 
be procured with funds authorized to be ap-
propriated under section 105 be selected in 
accordance with the modernization prior-
ities of the reserve components) 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 4414. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title I add the following: 

Subtitle E—Reserve Components 

SEC. 141. RESERVE COMPONENT EQUIPMENT. 

(a) APPLICABILITY OF MODERNIZATION PRI-
ORITIES.—The selection of equipment to be 
procured for a reserve component with funds 
authorized to be appropriated under section 
105 shall be made in accordance with the 
highest priorities established for the mod-
ernization of that reserve component. 

(b) REPORTS.—(1) Not later than December 
1, 1996, each officer referred to in paragraph 
(2) shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees an assessment of the moderniza-
tion priorities established for the reserve 
component or reserve components for which 
that officer is responsible. 

(2) The officers required to submit a report 
under paragraph (1) are as follows: 

(A) The Chief of the National Guard Bu-
reau. 

(B) The Chief of Army Reserve. 
(C) The Chief of Air Force Reserve. 
(D) The Director of Naval Reserve. 
(E) The Commanding General, Marine 

Forces Reserve. 

Title 

FY 1997 Authorization Appropriation 

Hollow 
SASC 

Hollow 
HNSC Qty. Cost 

SASC change HNSC change SAC change HAC change 

Qty. Cost Qty. Cost Qty. Cost Qty. Cost 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 
RESERVE EQUIPMENT 

ARMY RESERVE 
Miscellaneous equipment ........................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 35,000 .................. 10,000 .................. 110,000 .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
25 ton trucks ............................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 15,000 ..................
New procurement 2 5/5 ton trucks ........................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. ..................
Tactical truck SLEP 2 5 ton ...................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. ..................
Tactical truck SLEP 5 ton .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 
Heavy truck modernization ......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 30,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 30,000 ..................
HEMTT bridge trans ................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 9,000 .................. ..................
Dump trucks 20 tons ................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
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Title 

FY 1997 Authorization Appropriation 

Hollow 
SASC 

Hollow 
HNSC Qty. Cost 

SASC change HNSC change SAC change HAC change 

Qty. Cost Qty. Cost Qty. Cost Qty. Cost 

Water purfication units .............................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
Portable lighting systems w/trailers .......................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
Automatic building machines .................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. 2,000 
HMMWV maintenance trucks ..................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 6,000 4,000 ..................
All-terrain forklift 10 ton ........................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
All-terrain crane 20 ton ............................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
Hydraulic excavator .................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
HEMTT wrecker ........................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 7,000 .................. ..................
Mk-19 grenade launcher ............................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
Steam cleaner ............................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
Coolant purification system ....................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 
Small arms simulator ................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
High mobility trailer ................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 
Unit level logistics system ......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
SINCGARS ................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 
Palletized load system ............................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 
Palletized trailers ....................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
HEMTT cargo chassis ................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
ANGRS–231 ................................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
Laser leveling system ................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................

Subtotal—Army Reserve ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 90,000 .................. 106,000 .................. 110,000 .................. 113,000 49,000 21,000 

NAVY RESERVE 
Miscellaneous Equipment .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 16,000 .................. 10,000 .................. 30,000 .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
F/A 18 Upgrades ........................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. 24,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 24,000 ..................
C–9 Replacement Aircraft ......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. 4 160,000 .................. .................. 4 160,000 .................. ..................
MIUW Van System Upgrades ...................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 
Night Vision Goggles .................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 
C–9 Mods ................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 
P–3C Simulator Upgrade ........................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 
Magic Lantern Spares ................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
P–3 Modernization ..................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 72,000 .................. ..................

Subtotal—Navy Reserve ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 40,000 .................. 192,000 .................. 30,000 .................. 242,000 24,000 17,000 

MARINE CORPS RESERVE 
Miscellaneous Equipment .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. 10,000 .................. 40,000 .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
LAV Improvements ...................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
CH–53E ...................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 50,000 2 64,000 .................. .................. 2 64,000 .................. ..................
AAV7A1 Modifications ................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
Night Vision Equipment ............................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
Common End User Computers ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
Fork Lifts .................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
M1A1 Tank Mod Kits .................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
AN/TPS–59 .................................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 11,000 .................. ..................

Subtotal—Marine Corps Reserve ..................................................... .................. .................. .................. 60,000 .................. 83,000 .................. 40,000 .................. 100,000 .................. ..................

AIR FORCE RESERVE 
Miscellaneous Equipment .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. 10,000 .................. 50,000 .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
C–20G ........................................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. 30,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 30,000 ..................
F–16 Avionics Upgrades ............................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
Night Vision Devices .................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
A–10 Avionics Upgrades ............................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 7,000 .................. .................. .................. 7,000 .................. ..................
C–130 Avionics Upgrades .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 7,000 .................. .................. .................. 7,000 .................. ..................
HC–130P Tanker Conversion ...................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
C–130 Modular Airborne Firefighting System ........................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
F–16 Weapons Pylon Upgrades ................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
KC–135R Engine Kits ................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 104,000 .................. .................. .................. 96,000 .................. 8,000 
KC–135 Radar Replacement ...................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
B–52 Avionics Upgrades ............................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
Non-aircrew Training Systems ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
EPLRS/SADL ................................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 8,000 .................. ..................

Subtotal—Air Force Reserve ............................................................. .................. .................. .................. 40,000 .................. 148,000 .................. 50,000 .................. 148,000 30,000 8,000 

Subtotal—Reserves .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 230,000 .................. 529,000 .................. 230,000 .................. 603,000 103,000 46,000 

NATIONAL GUARD EQUIPMENT 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 

Miscellaneous Equipment .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 52,000 .................. 10,000 .................. 125,400 .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
MLRS .......................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 30,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 30,000 ..................
Combat and Support Systems ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 23,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 23,000 ..................
Tactical Trucks and Trailers ...................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 42,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 42,000 ..................
Communications Electronics ...................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 13,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 13,000 ..................
Logistics Service Support ........................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 ..................
Night Vision Equipment ............................................................................. .................. .................. .................. 14,000 .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 10,000 4,000 ..................
Chem/Bio Defense Equipment ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 ..................
Aircraft Equipment ..................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 21,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 21,000 ..................
Infrastructure Equipment ........................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 17,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 17,000 ..................
New Procurement Tactical Truck 5 Ton ..................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
SLEP 2.5 Ton .............................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. ..................
SLEP 5 Ton ................................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
Crashworthy Internal Fuel Cells ................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
Small Arms Simulators .............................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 
AH–1 Boresight devise ............................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
Coolant Purification System ....................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
Avenger I–COFT Simulator ......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
D7 Bulldozer w/Ripper ............................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 
Water Purification Unit .............................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
FADEC ......................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
Digital System Test and Training Seminar ............................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
Automatic Building Machines .................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. 2,000 
AH–1 C–Nite .............................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
Dump Trucks 20 Ton .................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
C–23 Sherpa Enhancement Program ........................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 28,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 28,000 
Helicopter Simulators (ARMS) .................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. ..................
Dragon Modifications ................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
Vibration System Management Systems .................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
Distance Learning Equipment .................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 29,000 .................. ..................
Laser Leveling Equipment .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
Automatic Identification Technology .......................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 7,000 .................. ..................

Subtotal—Army National Guard ....................................................... .................. .................. .................. 224,000 .................. 118,000 .................. 125,400 .................. 139,000 162,000 37,000 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
Miscellaneous Equipment .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. .................. .................. 40,000 .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
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Title 

FY 1997 Authorization Appropriation 

Hollow 
SASC 

Hollow 
HNSC Qty. Cost 

SASC change HNSC change SAC change HAC change 

Qty. Cost Qty. Cost Qty. Cost Qty. Cost 

Sead Mission Upgrade ............................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 11,400 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 11,400 ..................
F–16 HTS .................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
C–130J ....................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 284,400 2 105,000 .................. .................. 2 105,000 179,400 ..................
Theater Deployable Communications ......................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 17,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 17,000 
C–26B ........................................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 
Automatic Building Machines .................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. 1,000 
F–16 Improved Avionics Intermediate Shop .............................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. ..................
AN/TLQ–32 Tadar Decoys ........................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
C–130 Upgrades ........................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
EPLRS / SADL ............................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 17,000 .................. ..................
Modular Medical Trauma Unit ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................

Subtotal—Air National Guard .......................................................... .................. .................. .................. 305,800 .................. 158,000 .................. 40,000 .................. 166,000 190,800 23,000 

Subtotal—National Guard ................................................................ .................. .................. .................. 529,800 .................. 276,000 .................. 165,400 .................. 305,000 352,800 60,000 

DOD 
MISC EQUIPMENT (Guard & Reserve Aircraft) 

C–130J ....................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 284,400 .................. .................. .................. ..................
C–9 Replacement Aircraft ......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 80,000 .................. .................. .................. ..................
Miscellaneous ............................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. ..................

Subtotal—Misc Equipment (Aircraft) ............................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 364,400 .................. .................. .................. ..................

Total, National Guard and Reserve Equipment ......................................... .................. .................. .................. 759,800 .................. 805,000 .................. 759,800 .................. 908,000 455,800 108,000 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent at this 
point I be allowed to yield to Senator 
BINGAMAN to proceed for 15 minutes in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Mexico is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. BINGAMAN per-

taining to the introduction of S. 1923 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I 
appreciate the time that has been 
granted me, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 

wish to advise the Members that we 
made a special exception for Senator 
BINGAMAN, and it is the expectation of 
the managers that we will not have 
similar periods of discussion at this 
critical time on the bill that are not 
germane to the bill. We are making 
good progress, I wish to advise Sen-
ators. 

Madam President, parliamentary 
clarification. It is the Levin amend-
ment relating to—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. WARNER. I am authorized by 
Senator LEVIN to indicate that there 
will be a time agreement on that 
amendment not to exceed 30 minutes, 
divided 20 minutes to the Senator from 
Michigan and 10 minutes to the chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee, 
Senator THURMOND. 

Madam President, I anticipate, as 
soon as the Senator from Michigan ap-
pears on the floor, that we will com-
mence debate on that amendment. 

Seeing no Senator seeking recogni-
tion, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4415 
(Purpose: To provide for the retention on ac-

tive status of the B–52H bomber aircraft 
fleet) 
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendments 
will be laid aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 

CONRAD] proposes amendment numbered 4415. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of section 1062, add the fol-

lowing: 
(d) RETENTION OF B–52H AIRCRAFT ON AC-

TIVE STATUS.—(1) The Secretary of the Air 
Force shall maintain in active status (in-
cluding the performance of standard mainte-
nance and upgrades) the current fleet of B– 
52H bomber aircraft. 

(2) For purposes of carrying out upgrades 
of B–52H bomber aircraft during fiscal year 
1997, the Secretary shall treat the entire cur-
rent fleet of such aircraft as aircraft ex-
pected to be maintained in active status dur-
ing the five-year period beginning on Octo-
ber 1, 1996. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, this 
amendment is a very simple amend-
ment. It says that our B–52 fleet ought 
to be retained. What it also says is that 
our B–52’s ought to be upgraded during 
fiscal 1997 as though they are part of 
the FYDP. 

Madam President, the reason for this 
amendment is that we face a catch-22 
situation. We have agreement from 
both the authorization committee and 
the Appropriations Committee that our 
full B–52 fleet ought to be retained. We 
are going to have a bomber review that 

will be available to us next year. We do 
not want to see any of these planes go 
to the boneyard until that review is 
complete. 

The B–52’s, we have some 94 of them 
in the inventory. These planes are, ac-
cording to Gen. Michael Loh, the 
former head of the Air Combat Com-
mand, good until the year 2035. That is, 
these airframes have been updated re-
peatedly in a way that makes them 
useful to us until the year 2035. 

They are our only dual-capability 
bomber. These planes are critically im-
portant to us, given the Bottom-Up Re-
view that revealed we are somewhat 
short of bombers at this point. It 
makes absolutely no sense to be send-
ing some of these planes off to the 
boneyard under these circumstances. 

Madam President, the authorizing 
committee has said it is critical that 
we keep these planes. The Appropria-
tions Committee has said it is criti-
cally important that we keep these 
planes. This amendment will allow us 
to do just that. 

I want to thank the Members on both 
sides who have helped us with this 
amendment, have drafted it in a way 
that wins the approval of both the ma-
jority and the minority. I thank the 
Chair and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4415) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
thank the Chair, and I thank, again, 
both the majority Members and the mi-
nority Members for their assistance 
with that amendment. I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 4414 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, in a 
few moments I will modify my amend-
ment to eliminate one of the two provi-
sions in the current amendment that is 
at the desk. We have had a number of 
discussions over the years as to wheth-
er or not what we call the National 
Guard package should be funded in a 
way which is generic, so that the Na-
tional Guard can meet their most 
pressing needs, or whether or not the 
Congress ought to specify item by item 
by item what they must buy with the 
money that we add each year. 

The Senate has traditionally been for 
the generic approach. We have resisted 
the temptation, and all of us face that 
temptation, of adding items which we 
think our own National Guard would 
want. What we have done in the Sen-
ate, instead, is to put in more generic 
groupings so that the Guard can select 
what is the most central items on their 
priority list. 

The House of Representatives each 
year, traditionally, has broken that 
list down into very specific items 
which, obviously, reflects the desires of 
each of the State Guards or some of the 
State Guards. It creates a significant 
advantage for those members who are 
on the Armed Services Committee in 
the House because they are right there, 
obviously, dividing up that pot. 

As I say, until last year, the Senate, 
on a bipartisan basis, did this generi-
cally. Then we went to conference and 
we argued it out in conference, and 
usually there was some kind of com-
promise reached preserving the generic 
approach in some years, and some 
years having to give up the generic ap-
proach altogether. 

Last year, we did what the House did 
in the authorization bill. I want to give 
some real credit here to the appropri-
ators in the Senate because they have 
resisted temptation, and they have 
made this into a generic issue. Again, 
this year, the Senate appropriations 
bill is generic. Ours is a hybrid— 
‘‘ours’’ being the pending authorization 
bill. This bill has some of these items 
done generically and some with very 
specific items. This was an approach 
that was used under Senator WARNER’s 
leadership. I want to give him some 
credit because he did go part way in 
committee to do this more generically. 
I want to commend Senator WARNER on 
the distance that he was able to travel 
in our committee. However, we have a 
long way to go. 

The question is, how do we get there? 
How do we get back to what is the bet-
ter Government approach, which is to 
do this generically, because we obvi-
ously do not have the time to look into 
each of these specific items, hundreds 
of them, for each of the Guards in the 
50 States. 

Now, the amendment which I have at 
the desk goes back to the approach 
that the Senate used a couple years 
ago, which is the more generic ap-
proach. And the amendment at the 
desk does one other thing: It requires 

that the Guard Bureau tell us by Sep-
tember what their priorities are so 
when we come to budgeting next year, 
we will have the lists in front of us to 
consider, at least, as to what the prior-
ities of the Guard Bureaus are. 

That is the second part of the amend-
ment. The first part will take us back 
to generic; the second part would put 
us in a position next year so that if we 
do decide to go the very specific way in 
next year’s bill, we would at least have 
the priority list of the Guard Bureaus 
in front of us. 

Now, we have asked the various 
Guard Bureaus as to what their pref-
erences are in this regard. Do they 
agree we should do this generically, 
leaving them the flexibility to meet 
their most essential needs, or would 
they prefer that the Congress go item 
by item? 

The responses from, first, the Depart-
ment of Defense, and then from each of 
the Reserve departments and offices 
are as follows. From the Department of 
Defense, from the Assistant Secretary 
for Reserve Affairs, Deborah Lee, we 
have a letter dated May 2, which 
states: 

The Department’s preferred position is 
that add-ons, if made, be generic with regard 
to Reserve component equipment. This per-
mits the Department to focus these funds to-
ward the most pressing Reserve component 
readiness needs based on current require-
ments. 

The letter from the Army is similar. 
The Chief of the Army Reserve, Gen-
eral Baratz, says, in part: 

Modernization of the Army’s Reserve 
equipment is a key component of readiness. 
As stated in Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Deborah Lee’s letter dated May 2d, 1996 to 
Senator Thurmond (attached), the Depart-
ment of Defense prefers, and I agree, that the 
generic method of funding equipment for the 
Reserve is working well. 

From the Marine Corps, from General 
Wilkerson, a letter saying: 

Congressional authorization of a clear dol-
lar amount to expend toward Marine Corps 
Reserve priorities grants me the greatest 
flexibility. 

He further says, 
Having Congress select items not on the 

priority list would be less desirable. 

Finally, a further note that reflects 
General Wilkerson’s position, which is 
that he agrees with the statement that 
‘‘it is important to me as Command 
General Marine Forces Reserve to have 
the flexibility to procure equipment 
* * * according to my component’s 
mission priorities and needs,’’ and 
‘‘given the choice of Congress providing 
generic authorizations/appropriations 
under the National Guard Reserve 
Equipment Account (NGREA) versus 
specific, line-item authorizations/ap-
propriations, I prefer the flexibility of 
the former.’’ 

I ask unanimous consent these four 
documents that I have referred to be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 1996. 

Hon. STROM THURMOND, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am aware that con-
gressional correspondence has been received 
by some of the Reserve components Chiefs/ 
Directors seeking their views regarding 
whether congressional equipment funding 
add-ons should be by line-item or generic. 
The Department’s preferred position is that 
add-ons, if made, be generic with regard to 
Reserve component equipment. This permits 
the Department to focus these funds toward 
the most pressing Reserve component readi-
ness needs based on current requirements. 

Your continued support of our Reserve 
Forces is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
DEBORAH R. LEE. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF, ARMY RESERVE, 

Washington, DC, May 10, 1996. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on the methods the 
Congress uses to meet the needs of the U.S. 
Army Reserve. Your efforts and those of 
Congress have been critical to reducing 
Army Reserve shortfalls and are greatly ap-
preciated. Your support has greatly in-
creased our readiness, and as a result the 
Army has come to rely more on the Army 
Reserve in the defense of the nation. 

Modernization of the Army Reserve’s 
equipment is a key component of readiness. 
As stated in Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Deborah Lee’s letter dated May 2nd, 1996 to 
Senator Thurmond (attached), the Depart-
ment of Defense prefers, and I agree, that the 
generic method of funding equipment for the 
Reserve is working well. The direct alloca-
tion of funds to the reserve components in-
sures these funds are used to improve reserve 
component readiness. Within the current 
budgeting and funds allocation processes 
used by the Department of Defense, designa-
tion by Congress of funds intended for use by 
the reserve components ensures a direct ben-
efit to the Army Reserve. 

Once again, thank you for all your support 
of the Army Reserve over the years. The men 
and women of the Army Reserve stand ready 
to serve our great nation. 

Sincerely, 
MAX BARATZ, 

Major General. 

U.S. MARINE CORPS, 
COMMANDER, MARINE FORCES RESERVE, 

New Orleans, LA, April 29, 1996. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: Thank you for your 
recent letter asking for my views on the Na-
tional Guard Reserve Equipment Account. I 
have marked the attached sheet as you re-
quested. We have also provided the 
prioritized list of unfunded equipment in 
support of the Marine Corps Reserve as re-
quested by the staff of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee. 

Congressional authorization of a clear dol-
lar amount to expend toward Marine Corps 
Reserve priorities grants me the greatest 
flexibility, assuming that once authorized, 
appropriated and signed into law that the 
Department of Defense provides that money 
and allows us the flexibility to procure our 
equipment within our established priorities. 

Having Congress review the prioritized 
equipment list and deciding to provide mon-
ies against that list would come close to that 
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standard. Having Congress select items not 
on the priority list would be less desirable. 
In any case, we appreciate the interest and 
support you have provided to the Total 
Force Marine Corps Reserve in the past. 

Sincerely, 
T.L. WILKERSON, 

Major General. 

[Excerpt] 
It is important to me as Command General 

Marine Forces Reserve to have the flexi-
bility to procure equipment, other than 
equipment provided by the Navy, according 
to my component’s mission priorities and 
needs. 

Given the choice of Congress providing ge-
neric authorizations/appropriations under 
the National Guard Reserve Equipment Ac-
count (NGREA) versus specific, line-item au-
thorizations/appropriations, I prefer the 
flexibility of the former. 

Signed, 
MGen. THOMAS L. WILKERSON. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, as a 
practical matter, I feel it is important 
that we make some progress on this 
issue this year. I might say it is a com-
pliment to my friend from Virginia 
when I say ‘‘progress,’’ because we did 
make some progress in committee. 
Under the leadership of the Senator 
from Virginia, we did go partway to-
ward the generic approach. 

As I indicated before, I compliment 
him for moving us in that direction. It 
is, in my view, at least a better Gov-
ernment provision to give the flexi-
bility to the Guard and the Reserve to 
pick their most important priorities, 
rather than us trying to work through 
hundreds and hundreds of specific line 
items and, frankly, in a way which 
does not give adequate attention to the 
needs of the Guard. 

In order to make continued progress 
this year, and to take one step instead 
of losing one step, perhaps, on a roll-
call vote, I am going to modify my 
amendment and strike the requirement 
that this bill be made entirely generic 
instead of its partial generic approach, 
leaving in the bill the requirement that 
we receive from the Reserves their pri-
ority lists by next December so that we 
will have them in front of us when we 
do our authorizing next year. And I 
will send that modification to the desk 
in a moment. I see my good friend from 
Virginia on his feet. 

I yield the floor at this time. 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 

thank my distinguished colleague and 
fellow committee member. Indeed, to-
gether we have worked with other 
members on the committee in this di-
rection. It is very simple. We are put-
ting accountability and responsibility 
where it belongs—that is, with the 
knowledgeable persons in the overall 
infrastructure of the Department of 
Defense—to make those decisions. 

I support this effort, subject to the 
amendment being sent to the desk. I 
will also mention that Senator ROBB 
and I obtained earlier, in the consider-
ation of this bill, requirements to have 
the Reserve Component Modernization 
Program. These two actions are com-
plementary. I am prepared to accept 
the amendment when the Senator 
sends it to the desk. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4414, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I send 

an amendment, as modified, to the 
desk reflecting the changes which I 
previously described. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. 

The amendment is so modified. 
The amendment (No. 4414), as modi-

fied, is as follows: 
At the end of title I add the following: 

Subtitle E—Reserve Components 
SEC. 141. ASSESSMENTS OF MODERNIZATION PRI-

ORITIES OF THE RESERVE COMPO-
NENTS. 

(a) ASSESSMENTS REQUIRED.—Not later 
than December 1, 1996, each officer referred 
to in subsection (b) shall submit to the con-
gressional defense committees an assessment 
of the modernization priorities established 
for the reserve component or reserve compo-
nents for which that officer is responsible. 

(b) RESPONSIBLE OFFICERS.—The officers 
required to submit a report under subsection 
(a) are as follows: 

(1) The Chief of the National Guard Bu-
reau. 

(2) The Chief of Army Reserve. 
(3) The Chief of Air Force Reserve. 
(4) The Director of Naval Reserve. 
(5) The Commanding General, Marine 

Forces Reserve. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4414), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, we 
are making progress here on these 
amendments. Senator MCCAIN is work-
ing very diligently with the distin-
guished ranking member of the com-
mittee. 

I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that we proceed 
back to the consideration of the Brown 
amendment, the second-degree amend-
ment to the Nunn amendment. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I 
would think that it would be the reg-
ular order, is that correct? I do not 
know that there has been an amend-
ment submitted yet as a second degree. 
So perhaps the regular order is to bring 
back the Nunn amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair’s understanding is that the 
amendment was withdrawn. 

Mr. NUNN. The Nunn amendment? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Brown amendment. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4367 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, per-
haps it is more appropriate to go to the 
regular order, which is the Nunn 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
ular order has been called for. 

Mr. NUNN. This will be the amend-
ment sponsored by myself, Senator 
HUTCHISON, Senator BRADLEY, Senator 
COHEN, Senator KASSEBAUM, on NATO 
enlargement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4416 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4367 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk on be-
half of Senator BROWN and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. BROWN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4416 to amendment No. 4367. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after page 1, line 3, and insert in 

lieu thereof the following: 
(a) Not later than December 1, 1996, the 

President shall transmit a report on NATO 
enlargement to the Committee on Armed 
Services and the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations of the Senate and the Committee on 
National Security and the Committee on 
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives. The report shall contain a com-
prehensive discussion of the following: 

(1) Geopolitical and financial costs and 
benefits, including financial savings, associ-
ated with: 

(A) enlargement of NATO; 
(B) further delays in the process of NATO 

enlargement; and 
(C) a failure to enlarge NATO. 
(2) Additional NATO and U.S. military ex-

penditures requested by prospective NATO 
members to facilitate their admission into 
NATO; 

(3) Modifications necessary in NATO’s 
military strategy and force structure re-
quired by the inclusion of new members and 
steps necessary to integrate new members, 
including the role of nuclear and conven-
tional capabilities, reinforcement, force de-
ployments, prepositioning of equipment, mo-
bility, and headquarter locations; 

(4) The relationship between NATO en-
largement and transatlantic stability and se-
curity; 

(5) The state of military preparedness and 
interoperability of Central and Eastern Eu-
ropean nations as it relates to the respon-
sibilities of NATO membership and addi-
tional security costs or benefits that may ac-
crue to the United States from NATO en-
largement; 

(6) The state of democracy and free market 
development as it affects the preparedness of 
Central and Eastern European nations for 
the responsibilities of NATO membership, in-
cluding civilian control of the military, the 
rule of law, human rights, and parliamentary 
oversight; 

(7) The state of relations between prospec-
tive NATO members and their neighbors, 
steps taken by prospective members to re-
duce tensions, and mechanisms for the 
peaceful resolution of border disputes; 

(8) The commitment of prospective NATO 
members to the principles of the North At-
lantic Treaty and the security of the North 
Atlantic area; 

(9) The effect of NATO enlargement on the 
political, economic and security conditions 
of European Partnership for Peace nations 
not among the first new NATO members; 

(10) The relationship between NATO en-
largement and EU enlargement and the costs 
and benefits of both; 

(11) The relationship between NATO en-
largement and treaties relevant to U.S. and 
European security, such as the Conventional 
Armed Forces in Europe Treaty; and 
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(12) The anticipated impact both of NATO 

enlargement and further delays of NATO en-
largement on Russian foreign and defense 
policies and the costs and benefits of a secu-
rity relationship between NATO and Russia. 

(b) INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT.—Not later 
than 15 days after enactment of this Act, the 
Majority Leader of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 
shall appoint a chairman and two other 
members and the Minority Leaders of the 
Senate and House of Representatives shall 
appoint two members to serve on a bipar-
tisan review group of nongovernmental ex-
perts to conduct an independent assessment 
of NATO enlargement, including a com-
prehensive review of the issues in (a) 1 
through 12 above. The report of the review 
group shall be completed no later than De-
cember 1, 1996. The Secretary of Defense 
shall furnish the review group administra-
tive and support services requested by the 
review group. The expenses of the review 
group shall be paid out of funds available for 
the payment of similar expenses incurred by 
the Department of Defense. 

(c) Nothing in this section should be inter-
preted or construed to affect the implemen-
tation of the NATO Participation Act of 1994, 
as amended (P.L. 103–447), or any other pro-
gram or activity which facilitates or assists 
prospective NATO members. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, Sen-
ator NUNN, Senator BROWN, Senator 
HUTCHISON, and I, and a number of oth-
ers, have been able to work out an 
agreement on a NATO enlargement 
study amendment, which I believe will 
give Congress a truly objective report. 

The amendment requires the Presi-
dent to look not only at the costs asso-
ciated with enlargement, but the cost 
and benefits associated with further de-
laying a decision on the matter. It also 
requires an assessment of enlargement 
by an independent bipartisan group. 
Our interest in an additional assess-
ment, frankly, stems from apprehen-
sion on the President’s findings. We 
know where the President stands on 
the issue of NATO enlargement. 

With all due respect, I think we need 
two opinions on an issue that is this 
important. I would prefer that we move 
forward on enlargement, because I be-
lieve that it is something that is very 
important, but I understand the con-
cerns of the Senator from Georgia that 
these questions must be answered be-
fore we move forward. There is a great 
deal at risk. I believe that the Senator 
from Georgia is correct in seeking 
these answers. I support that, and I am 
very grateful that the Senator from 
Georgia would accept the input of Sen-
ator BROWN, and others, in order that, 
in our view, we make the report bal-
anced. I especially appreciate the 
agreement of the Senator from Georgia 
that there be an alternative study to 
this very vital issue, which will be the 
subject, I believe, of very intense and 
spirited debate here on the floor of the 
Senate. 

I thank my colleague from Georgia 
not only for this, but his many other 
contributions as we go through this 
day. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. NUNN. Madam President, first, I 

thank my friend from Arizona for 

working diligently on this amendment. 
It is a good second-degree amendment. 
I will urge its approval. 

I ask unanimous consent that the au-
thors of the first-degree amendment, as 
listed, be incorporated as cosponsors of 
the second-degree amendment and, in 
addition, that Senator LEVIN, the Sen-
ator from Michigan, be added as a co-
sponsor of the second-degree amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. This is probably one of 
the most important subject matters 
that we have had on this defense bill 
this year or, frankly, any other year. 
When you enlarge an alliance that has 
been as successful as the NATO alli-
ance, there are serious questions that 
need to be asked, both by the existing 
NATO members and by the new pro-
spective members. 

This amendment is an amendment 
that asks the important questions. The 
original amendment, the underlying 
Nunn amendment, cosponsored by my 
friend from Texas, Senator HUTCHISON, 
Senator BRADLEY, Senator KASSEBAUM, 
and Senator COHEN, asked a number of 
questions. 

This amendment is a simplified 
version of the original amendment. 
This amendment, the second degree, 
carries out the original intent of ask-
ing the tough questions so that the 
President will focus on those and so 
that the Congress will focus on those 
and so the American people will focus 
on those. This second-degree amend-
ment asks additional questions that 
makes sure that this is a balanced re-
port, which has been the overall intent 
from the beginning. But I think the 
second-degree amendment fairly re-
flects that balance in asking for both 
the costs and the benefits of the expan-
sion. 

That has been the original intent. I 
think this is a good amendment. 

Madam President, I urge that the 
second-degree amendment be adopted. I 
do not think we will need a rollcall 
vote on that. But, once adopted, I 
would like a rollcall vote on the under-
lying amendment because it is a very 
important amendment. 

I will defer to the chairman of the 
committee as to when we have that 
rollcall vote, so it will be most condu-
cive to the conducting of our business. 
But I suggest that we accept a voice 
vote on the second degree and then 
have a rollcall vote on the Nunn 
amendment, as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4416) was agreed 
to. 

Mr NUNN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the underlying amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, 

pending the agreement of the majority 

leader, I will temporarily ask unani-
mous consent that the yeas and nays 
be delayed until such time as the ma-
jority leader, in consultation with the 
Democratic leader, decide when that 
vote should take place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I will yield to the 
chairman. 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Texas first. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Does the Senator 
from Virginia need to make a state-
ment? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. I wanted to add 

how much I appreciate Senator NUNN, 
Senator MCCAIN, and Senator BRADLEY 
for helping work out what I think is a 
very important amendment, which will 
say exactly what the parameters of the 
expansion of our NATO alliance should 
be—the questions that should be asked, 
the positives as well as the negatives. I 
think that is exactly what we ought to 
be doing. 

The bottom line is, when we are talk-
ing about probably the best alliance 
that has ever been put together in the 
history of the world, we want to expand 
it judiciously and wisely. When we are 
talking about putting the lives of our 
military personnel, potentially, on the 
line, we need to do so judiciously and 
wisely. When we talk about spending 
the hard-earned taxpayer dollars that 
are there for the national defense of 
our country, when we talk of expand-
ing that responsibility, we need to do 
so judiciously and wisely. 

So I appreciate the fact that we are 
going to ask these questions. What are 
the benefits? What are the costs? What 
are the potential negatives of an ex-
pansion of this great NATO alliance? 
This is the responsible approach. 

I thank all of my colleagues who are 
cosponsors of the Nunn-Hutchison- 
McCain-Brown amendment. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 

NATO has been the foundation of Euro-
pean security for 45 years, possibly the 
most successful defensive alliance in 
history. However, the world has 
changed dramatically in the past few 
years, and will continue to change. The 
end of the cold war has forced us to 
take a look at NATO’s continued rel-
evance. 

Members of Congress believe in a 
strong NATO, and support the enlarge-
ment of NATO’s membership. Our 
NATO allies also favor enlargement. 

I support a renewed and enlarged 
NATO because it guarantees a U.S. 
presence on the European continent, 
and a seat at the table in the world’s 
most vital, productive region. Quite 
simply, the United States has clear, 
abiding, and vital interests in Europe. 
A free and stable Europe is essential to 
the United States. 
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I do not believe Europe can remain 

stable and prosperous, to the mutual 
benefit of the United States and our 
European allies, if its post-cold war 
boundary is drawn along the borders of 
Germany and Austria. I do not believe 
a new European security framework 
will hold up unless it reflects the reali-
ties of the political upheaval that 
marked the end of the Soviet Union 
and the Warsaw Pact. That new reality 
includes a reorienting of former East 
Bloc states toward the West. 

Mr. President, I support the amend-
ment, as modified. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise to 

address the NATO study proposed by 
my colleagues Senator HUTCHISON and 
Senator NUNN. I very much value and 
encourage their efforts to address core 
issues of European security, particu-
larly those concerning the future role 
and membership of NATO. 

Indeed, their initiative today ad-
dresses questions and issues that do 
need to be debated and examined here 
in Congress. These concern the rami-
fications that NATO enlargement poses 
for the Alliance’s military strategy and 
force structure and the geopolitical 
and financial benefits and costs to the 
transatlantic community that enlarge-
ment will and already does entail. 

As a longstanding supporter of NATO 
and the extension of NATO member-
ship to the new democracies of Central 
and Eastern Europe, I was initially 
concerned that the tone and language 
of their amendment initiating this 
study risked sending absolutely the 
wrong signal. I was concerned that it 
would signal that this body, the U.S. 
Senate, opposes NATO enlargement. 

That is clearly not the sentiment 
that has been expressed by this Cham-
ber in the recent past. This Chamber 
has voted repeatedly in support of 
NATO enlargement. It voted in support 
of the NATO Participation Acts and its 
amendments in 1994 and 1995. And, 
these acts received the support of bi- 
partisan majorities. 

I am very gratified to hear that Sen-
ator NUNN and Senator HUTCHISON are 
open to suggestions and recommenda-
tions concerning the wording of their 
amendment. The proposed modification 
now before us, I believe, addresses my 
concern. The new wording cannot be 
misinterpreted as a vote against en-
largement. 

Moreover, the modification does in-
ject one very important benefit to our 
efforts here in Congress. 

It is no secret that the polarizing and 
partisan tendencies of election-year 
politics can even undermine how we ad-
dress strategically central foreign pol-
icy issues such as NATO enlargement. 
The proposed modification to the 
NATO study includes the establish-
ment of a bipartisan commission of ex-
perts to address the same issues upon 
which we wish the President to report 
concerning NATO enlargement. This 
will be a healthy injection of biparti-
sanship into our foreign policy process. 

I am a longstanding supporter of 
NATO enlargement, and I want to rein-
force what I see as an already strong 
bipartisan consensus on this issue. I 
strongly believe that we need to extend 
membership in the transatlantic com-
munity to the nascent democracies of 
Central and Eastern Europe. That’s 
why I call upon my colleagues to ac-
cept this proposed modification. 

I want to ensure that we address this 
issue of NATO enlargement here in 
Congress in a manner that reinforces 
the optimism and drive that brought 
democracy and peace to Central and 
Eastern Europe. These new democ-
racies observe closely how we approach 
those factors affecting their integra-
tion into the transatlantic community. 

The proposed modification to the 
Hutchison-Nunn amendment trans-
forms their well-intentioned initiative 
into an objective effort that not only 
addresses significant and difficult stra-
tegic issues but does so in a manner 
that communicates our commitment to 
the independence and security of Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe’s new democ-
racies. The proposed modification is 
consistent with our desire to see these 
new democracies fully integrated into 
the institutional fabric of the trans-
atlantic community. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
ask the Senator from Arizona if he 
would confirm my understanding that 
the term ‘‘European Partnership for 
Peace Nations’’ includes the nations of 
Ukraine, Latvia, Lithuania, and Esto-
nia. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I would 
be happy to confirm for the Senator 
from Georgia that the term ‘‘European 
Partnership for Peace Nations’’ in-
cludes the nations of Ukraine, Latvia, 
Lithuania, and Estonia. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of this amendment of-
fered by my colleague from Colorado 
and I commend him for his continued 
leadership in this important area. This 
amendment attempts to move the ad-
ministration along in the United 
States’ effort to help our allies in Eu-
rope with their admission into NATO. 

The administration has continued to 
say that they support efforts to expand 
NATO. They say it is not a question of 
whether we expand NATO, it is a ques-
tion of how and when. I believe that 
the real issue is whether or not the free 
men and women that comprise our 
NATO membership will stand idly by if 
the security and independence of Cen-
tral Europe is threatened. 

NATO today remains the core of 
American engagement in Europe and at 
the heart of European security. It is 
our most effective instrument for co-
ordinating defense and arms control 
and maintaining stability throughout 
Europe. The collapse of the Soviet 
Union, the dissolution of the Warsaw 
Pact, and the progress of European in-
tegration have not ended the need for 
NATO’s essential commitment to safe-
guard the freedom and security of all of 
its members. 

We must continue to move forward 
on NATO expansion and not allow 
other non-NATO countries to continue 
to exercise veto power over alliance ex-
pansion. The time has come to wel-
come Europe’s new democracies into 
NATO. Only through a continued 
strong alliance can we guarantee an-
other 50 years of peace in Europe. 

I am proud to say that I have joined 
my colleague from Colorado along with 
our former majority leader Bob Dole, 
in taking a bold new step forward in 
our efforts to move the administration 
further in their policy. S. 1830, the 
NATO Enlargement Facilitation Act of 
1996, is the third NATO Participation 
Act offered by Congress. It specifically 
names three countries—Poland, Hun-
gary, and the Czech Republic—as quali-
fying for the program and requires the 
President to designate other emerging 
democracies in Central and Eastern 
Europe if they meet the necessary cri-
teria. 

The demise of the Soviet Union and 
the Warsaw Pact has presented NATO 
with new challenges and new opportu-
nities. The international environment 
is fraught with prospects for conflict 
and instability. The countries that re- 
emerged from the ruins of the Soviet 
Empire as free societies now look to 
membership in NATO. These newly free 
countries have already fought and suf-
fered to earn the right to their terri-
torial integrity, independence, democ-
racy, and free enterprise—precisely the 
values that NATO has maintained in 
the West for almost 50 years. At long 
last, the pro-Western nations of Cen-
tral Europe now have the opportunity 
and the will to help us promote those 
values and to defend them. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-

TON). The Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, subject 

to the decision of the majority and 
Democratic leader, we will proceed to a 
vote. Mr. President, we are making 
good progress on this bill. There is an 
amendment. It is anticipated that the 
Senate will commence a rollcall vote 
on the pending amendment by the Sen-
ator from Georgia in 5 minutes, to ad-
vise Senators so they can make their 
plans accordingly. In the interim pe-
riod, seeing no Senator seeking rec-
ognition, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
added as a cosponsor to the B–2 amend-
ment just offered by Senator CONRAD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I would 
like to lay down an amendment that 
would be pending following this vote. 
What is the procedure? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To ask 
unanimous consent that we set aside 
the current proceedings and that the 
Senator from Kentucky be permitted 
to offer an amendment. 

Mr. FORD. I so request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4112 

(Purpose: To amend the special rule for pay-
ments for eligible federally connected chil-
dren) 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I call up 

amendment No. 4112. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. FORD], 

for himself, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. EXON, 
Mr. GORTON, Mr. HATCH, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. LOTT, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. PRESS-
LER, Mr. ROBB, and Mr. WARNER, proposes an 
amendment numbered 4112. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle F of title X, insert 

the following: 
SEC. . TECHNICAL AMENDMENT. 

Paragraph (3) of section 8003(a) of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7703(a)) is amended by striking 
‘‘2000 and such number equals or exceeds 15’’ 
and inserting ‘‘1000 or such number equals or 
exceeds 10’’. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kentucky allow the Sen-
ator from Virginia to put in another 
UC with regard to an amendment 
which would follow on? 

Mr. FORD. I have no problem. At the 
request of the managers, I was asked to 
lay this down. 

Mr. WARNER. Correct. 
Mr. FORD. So when we have the vote 

we could automatically go to this. I am 
perfectly willing to do that. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, following disposi-
tion of the Ford amendment, the Sen-
ate turn to an amendment to be offered 
by the Senator from Virginia on behalf 
of the Senator from Alaska, Mr. STE-
VENS, and that would be the pending 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, such 
that we keep this bill moving, I inform 
Senators the pending amendment will 
be voted on at 12:30. In the interim pe-
riod, the Senator from North Dakota 
wishes to address the Senate. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we have 

had many discussions over an extended 
period about national missile defense, 
and I will be offering as soon as it is 
prepared, as we work through the dis-
cussions of the wording of an amend-
ment, an amendment on the subject of 
national missile defense. 

I have reached the conclusion that 
national missile defense is necessary. I 
believe it is not a question of if, but 
rather a question of when missile de-
fenses are deployed and what sort of 
system do we field. 

I have always believed that any sys-
tem we deploy ought to be treaty com-
pliant, ought to be affordable, and 
ought to be effective. Those ought to 
be the tests. 

Right now, we have no alternative 
before us that meets those tests, at 
least in the judgment of this Senator. I 
think it is clear there is a threat that 
exists. Today’s threat is of an acci-
dental or unauthorized launch of a 
Russian or Chinese missile. Clearly, 
that is unlikely, but we cannot afford 
to be wrong. 

The threat that we may face tomor-
row is a rogue nation launch. North 
Korea, Libya, other countries may de-
velop an ICBM capability before we are 
anticipating that they would achieve 
such a capability. We must be prepared 
before we are surprised. 

As I have looked at the options be-
fore us, I have been most interested in 
a plan that the Air Force has devel-
oped, an Air Force alternative that 
does meet the criteria of being effec-
tive, of being treaty compliant, and of 
being affordable. 

I had intended to offer an amendment 
that would require the deployment of 
such a system in the same timeframe 
as the Defend America Act. I have been 
persuaded by the chairman and rank-
ing members that the best way to pro-
ceed would be to require a study of this 
system by the Secretary of Defense and 
to have a statement by the Senate that 
this is a serious alternative. 

Let me just outline, if I could, the 
elements of the amendment I intended 
to offer, what the elements of the sys-
tem are, and then to have a chance to 
discuss the specific amendment I would 
be offering today. 

The Conrad alternative authorizes 
deployment by 2003 of a Minuteman 
system—20 interceptors at Grand 

Forks, ND, capable of defending all 50 
States, according to U.S. Air Force 
analysis. 

The amendment also requires a re-
port from the Department of Defense 
within 1 year on the future of the ICBM 
threat and a recommendation as to 
whether 20 or 100 interceptors were 
necessary. It also would express the 
sense of the Congress that the Presi-
dent can and should consult the Rus-
sian Government to clarify interpreta-
tion of the ABM Treaty as may be nec-
essary. 

I want to stress that the approach I 
am endorsing is an approach that is 
treaty compliant. It is a single site. 
The only question would be with cer-
tain radars that would be to assist the 
phased array radar that is already 
agreed to in the treaty. I want to stress 
this alternative does not endanger 
ABM and START arms control trea-
ties. Second, it is not a budget buster. 
A 20 interceptor system is deployable, 
according to CBO, for $4 billion—not 
the $40 billion or the $60 billion that we 
have heard associated with defend 
America, but about $4 billion. 

This system, I believe, is not only 
treaty compliant, is also not a budget 
buster, and it also uses today’s proven 
missile, tracking and command and 
control technology. We are not talking 
here about breaking new ground. We 
are not talking about having to find 
something that has not yet been dis-
covered. 

We have the components of this sys-
tem available to us now. 

I wish to review very briefly what 
those components are. This is lever-
aged development, in the sense that we 
are building on what we currently 
have. Instead of going out and trying 
to recreate the wheel, instead of trying 
to invent something totally new, we 
have the components of this system 
today. Let me emphasize that we use 
an existing booster—the Minuteman 
booster. That is the base of this sys-
tem. We use existing command, con-
trol, and computers, the NORAD and 
Minuteman systems. We use existing 
infrastructure, that is the Minuteman 
wing that currently exists at Grand 
Forks, ND, today. We only require an 
upgrade of existing kill vehicle tech-
nology. We use an upgrade of existing 
early warning radars. We do not have 
to go out and invent something new, 
we have these radars now. We would 
need X-band radars based on existing 
design. It would be four new radars, as 
I understand it, X-band radars, based 
on an existing design. So, again, we do 
not have to go out and create some-
thing that is new. 

The cost, according to the Air Force, 
of a 20-Minuteman system is $2 to $2.5 
billion. If we have a more robust force 
and go up to 100 Minuteman missiles, 
we would have a system for $3.5 to $4.5 
billion according to Air Force esti-
mates. CBO says 20 would cost us $4 bil-
lion. 

This is in comparison to the defend 
America system that goes to a layered 
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defense after 2000 that would cost from 
$40 to $60 billion. Yet this is a fully ca-
pable system. 

Let me give a couple of quick exam-
ples of how this would work against a 
rogue nation launch. If Libya, for ex-
ample, determined that they were 
going to launch on the United States 
by way of a threat, by way of intimida-
tion, this is what the system would 
allow us to do. If Libya launched, our 
first launch could occur at T plus 480 
seconds. Our national command au-
thority would have 8 minutes to make 
a first decision to respond. The first 
intercept would then occur at T plus 
1,200 seconds, and 20 minutes later 
there would be an intercept of that 
Libyan launched rogue missile. That 
would be a Minuteman III, fired from 
Grand Forks Air Force Base from ex-
isting silos with existing launch vehi-
cles using a kinetic kill vehicle that 
has previously been tested. That first 
intercept would give us a very high 
probability of success in defending 
against that missile attack. 

Because of the architecture of this 
system, in this circumstance we would 
have a look-fire-look-fire capability. In 
other words, we would be able to re-
spond to the first launch, fire, see if 
our missile was effective in killing the 
incoming missile. We would then have 
a second chance to fire again, to knock 
down that incoming missile. That 
launch would have to occur at T plus 
1,420 seconds. That last intercept would 
occur at T plus 1,720 seconds. So this 
would be an effective system against a 
rogue nation launch, such as against a 
launch from Libya. 

Let us look at a second alternative, 
because one of the great concerns of a 
single-site system is, ‘‘Are you going to 
provide protection for all of the United 
States?’’ The answer is, ‘‘Yes.’’ The Air 
Force-designed system, which I want to 
say I applaud General Fogleman for de-
veloping as an alternative that should 
be part of this mix, I think is a serious 
alternative. It has been very well 
thought through. People at the Air 
Force, I think, deserve great com-
mendation for the work they have 
done. 

This chart shows what happens in a 
case of North Korea launching with Ha-
waii as an intended target. In this situ-
ation the first launch picked up at T 
plus 400 seconds. We are launching in 
response to that at T plus 400 seconds. 
We have the first intercept under this 
scenario at T plus 1,200 seconds. 

On a second launch, in this case we 
do not have the look-shoot-look-shoot 
capability because, obviously, North 
Korea is much closer to Hawaii than 
Libya is to Washington, DC, so in this 
case we would have to fire immediately 
again against that missile. We would 
have dual shot capability to attempt to 
intercept that missile. The first, as I 
indicated, first intercept occurring at 
T plus 1,200 seconds; the last intercept 
occurring at T plus 1,700 seconds. 

In other words, we would again have 
two chances to intercept that incoming 

missile. We are able to defend all 50 
States from one treaty compliant site 
in the United States. 

We are talking about a cost here of $4 
billion in comparison to the defend 
America plan of $60 billion. That is $56 
billion of savings. We put together kind 
of a lighthearted list here of ‘‘Top 10 
Things We Could Do With $56 Billion 
Other Than To Deploy the ‘Defend 
America’ System.’’ 

Given the fact we could have a simi-
lar capability with this plan, which I 
think clearly is fully capable, is treaty 
compliant, and highly effective, what 
are the things we could do with $56 bil-
lion? 

No. 10 on our list, we could fund the 
Weatherization Assistance Program for 
500 years; 

No. 9, we could buy a computer for 
every school-age child in America. 

Other things we could do with $56 bil-
lion that would be saved by adopting 
this system rather than the ‘‘Defend 
America’’ system? We could fund all 
payments to farmers for the next 7 
years under the Freedom To Farm Act, 
recently passed by Congress; 

No. 7, we could renovate America’s 
crumbling infrastructure; 

No. 6, we could meet the entire global 
need for basic child health, nutrition, 
and education for 2 years with the $56 
billion we save under this plan; 

No. 5, we could provide health care to 
all Americans under 18 for 9 months; 

No. 4, we could fund WIC, nutrition 
for women, infants, and children, for 14 
years with the savings generated by 
adopting this approach rather than the 
more expensive ‘‘Defend America’’ ap-
proach; 

No. 3, we could fund Head Start for 16 
years with this $56 billion of savings; 

No. 2, we could fund the destruction 
of ex-Soviet nuclear weapons through 
the Nunn-Lugar Act for 18 years. 

There are many things we could do, 
Mr. President. No. 1 on our list is we 
could not spend it, and avoid increas-
ing the deficit by $56 billion. Frankly, 
that is my favorite option. Let us take 
the saving, let us apply it to the def-
icit. Let us have a National Missile De-
fense System, let us have one that is 
treaty compliant, let us have one that 
is cost effective, let us have one that is 
proven technology, and let us save $56 
billion and apply it to the deficit. 

Mr. President, I sum up and look at 
what I call our national missile defense 
checklist, and apply commonsense cri-
teria. Is the system ABM Treaty com-
pliant? Is it affordable? Does it utilize 
proven technology? 

On ‘‘Defend America,’’ on all three of 
the commonsense criteria, it fails: It is 
not treaty compliant, it is not afford-
able, it does not use proven technology. 
The Conrad alternative does meet the 
commonsense criteria. It is treaty 
compliant, it is a single site, and uses 
the phased array radar that is called 
for in the treaty. It is affordable, $4 bil-
lion instead of $60 billion that CBO 
says the Defend America Act would 
cost. And it uses proven technology, it 

uses the existing Minuteman boosters, 
uses a kinetic kill vehicle, it uses the 
command, control, and computers that 
we already have. 

I hope very much that my colleagues 
take a serious look at this alternative 
to national missile defense. Clearly, 
there is a risk. Clearly there is a 
threat. I believe it is a growing risk 
and a growing threat; that at some 
point, the American people are going 
to want to have deployed a national 
missile defense system. We can do it. 
We can do it in a way that is treaty 
compliant. We can do it in a way that 
is affordable. We can do it in a way 
that is effective. 

Mr. President, the Air Force has 
come forward with a plan, unveiled sev-
eral weeks ago now by General 
Fogleman, of a national missile defense 
system that builds on our existing 
technology, that costs, according to 
Air Force estimates, $2.5 billion, that 
gives us a capability to defend 50 
States against accidental launch or 
rogue nation launch. 

Mr. President, I suggest that is a rea-
sonable cost for an insurance policy for 
the American people. I hope my col-
leagues will take very seriously this al-
ternative. 

Momentarily, I will offer an amend-
ment that will call on the Senate to in-
dicate that this is a serious alternative 
that deserves serious attention and re-
quires the Secretary of Defense to ana-
lyze this alternative fully by the end of 
January. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 

Senator withhold? 
Mr. CONRAD. I will be happy to 

withhold. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, what is 

the question of the Senator? The Sen-
ate is anticipating voting now on the 
Nunn amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. I am just awaiting an 
amendment I will offer. I just wanted a 
chance to discuss the amendment so I 
would not take up the time of the Sen-
ate unduly. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 4367, AS AMENDED 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I think we 

are ready to vote on the underlying 
Nunn-Hutchison-Bradley amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Have the yeas and 
nays been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
have. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment No. 4367, as amended. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
INHOFE] are necessary absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 
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The result was announced—yeas 97, 

nays 0, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 182 Leg.] 

YEAS—97 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Feinstein 

Ford 
Frahm 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Bumpers Hatfield Inhofe 

The amendment (No. 4367), as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that the Senate will 
proceed to the amendment by the Sen-
ator from Kentucky, and that the Sen-
ator from Vermont will participate in 
that. Following disposition of that 
amendment, the Senator from Vir-
ginia, on behalf of the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] will lay down an 
amendment. That is just to let the 
Senate know what the procedure will 
be. I yield the floor. 

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4112 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, the amend-
ment No. 4112 deals with impact aid. 
What I am offering today is basically a 
technical amendment to the Impact 
Aid Program. The House has added $33 
million to this program. I am sup-
porting this effort by the distinguished 
majority and minority leaders, Sen-
ators BOXER, CONRAD, CRAIG, DORGAN, 
EXON, GORTON, HATCH, INHOFE, LEVIN, 
MURRAY, PRESSLER, ROBB, and WAR-
NER. This amendment has the complete 
endorsement of the membership of the 
National Association of Federally Im-
pacted Schools. 

Mr. President, since the Truman ad-
ministration, the Federal Government 
has acknowledged its responsibility in 
assisting school districts educating 
federally connected children through 
the Impact Aid Program. This amend-

ment addresses a change made to the 
Impact Aid Program during the 1994 
authorization. Under the reauthoriza-
tion, school districts would not be able 
to compute payments for children 
whose parents are civilian and work on 
Federal property unless a school dis-
trict enrolled at least 2,000 of these 
children and only if such enrollment 
constitutes 15 percent of the school dis-
trict’s total enrollment. 

This change is arbitrary and unfair. 
What about a school district that has a 
small total enrollment, but of which 25 
percent are Government employees? Or 
a district that has over 3,000 of these 
children, but because of the school’s 
large size, this represents perhaps only 
10 to 13 percent of its total enrollment? 

Mr. President, the amendment I offer 
today would restore some measure of 
equity and would recognize the impact 
that the Federal Government has in 
these communities by lowering this 
threshold to 1,000 civilian students or 
10 percent of a school district’s total 
enrollment. For those of you who are 
not familiar with this, because the Im-
pact Aid Program is not fully funded, 
school districts must use a complicated 
formula for calculating the payments 
they will receive, also known as their 
learning opportunity threshold pay-
ment. 

This amendment would allow 421 
school districts nationwide to cal-
culate payment for their civilian stu-
dents. However, of this number, 13 
school districts already are eligible to 
calculate their civilian students by 
meeting the 2,000 and 15-percent 
threshold set during the 1994 reauthor-
ization. 

While this amendment affects 14,000 
weighted Federal student units in the 
remaining 409 school districts, my col-
leagues should be aware that of those 
409 school districts, 282 already are eli-
gible to qualify for some form of basic 
support from section 8003 without their 
civilian students. The remaining 127 
school districts would be able to reen-
ter the Section 8003 Program. These 127 
school districts enroll 2,743 weighted 
Federal student units. 

Although some may assume that if 
additional students are added to the 
program it will cost more, the actual 
impact of this amendment on existing 
school district payments is negligible. 
Short of fully funding this program, no 
matter how much money the Impact 
Aid Program receives in fiscal year 
1997, the fact that the new need-based 
program will be fully implemented 
means that of the 1,570 school districts 
in the Section 8003 Program, 1,200 will 
receive some varying degree of de-
crease in payments in order to fully 
fund the 250 districts classified as high- 
need school districts. 

If the intent of the 1994 reauthoriza-
tion was to target the high-need school 
districts, then that is exactly what will 
happen with or without this amend-
ment. The amendment I offer helps 
minimize the loss the remaining dis-
tricts will see due to the phase-in of 

this new need-based formula by allow-
ing them to calculate payments for 
their civilian students. 

In fact, even at level funding, the Na-
tional Association of Federally Im-
pacted Schools estimates that every 
school district will see their full learn-
ing opportunity threshold payment, 
even with the change to 1,000 civilian 
students or 10-percent total enroll-
ment. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important change which has the full 
support of our impact aid schools. 

This amendment restores some meas-
ure—I underscore—some of the equity 
and recognizes the impact that the 
Federal Government has on these com-
munities by lowering the threshold to 
1,000 civilian students or 10 percent of 
the school district’s total enrollment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased go support this important im-
pact aid amendment by my distin-
guished colleague from Kentucky, Sen-
ator WENDELL FORD. 

Throughout my 171⁄2 years in Con-
gress, I have worked to preserve the 
Impact Aid Program. Local school dis-
tricts have no choice but to bear the 
costs of educating federally connected 
children whose parents live and/or 
work on Federal installations. These 
families are either fully or partially 
exempt from contributing to the local 
tax base, and the Impact Aid Program 
attempts to compensate school dis-
tricts accordingly. 

This amendment seeks to restore an 
important component of impact aid 
funding which was significantly re-
stricted as a part of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act reau-
thorization bill of 1994. Under that leg-
islation, an arbitrary eligibility 
threshold was established for the chil-
dren of civil service families when the 
parents work on tax-exempt Federal 
properties such as military bases. With 
that new threshold, school divisions 
cannot be compensated by impact aid 
unless these civil service children 
equal a population of both 2,000 and 15 
percent of total enrollment. 

For the last 2 years, school divisions 
which no longer meet this test have 
been grandfathered at 85 percent of 
their former payment. That protection 
expires this year, and without legisla-
tive action, a number of key school di-
visions in the Hampton Roads region of 
Virginia will begin to suffer funding 
shortfalls. 

That is why I welcome this amend-
ment by my colleague from Kentucky 
to set a new, more flexible standard of 
1,000 students or 10 percent of enroll-
ment. This presents a far more reason-
able threshold for local schools when 
they are faced with the responsibility 
of educating large numbers of civil 
service children whose families work at 
tax-exempt Federal facilities. 

I am pleased that this amendment is 
supported by the National Association 
of Federally Impacted Schools [NAFIS] 
whose president, Mr. John 
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Forkenbrock, has provided such leader-
ship in strengthening education for fed-
erally connected children and the 
schools they attend. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and 
encourage all of my colleagues to sup-
port this important amendment. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I am 
proud to coauthor this amendment 
with Senator FORD. This small change 
in the impact aid formula corrects a 
large discrepancy in the program. 

Current law discriminates against 
small districts, which are often located 
in rural areas. Districts can be eligible 
for impact aid based on the number of 
civilian b kids in the district. These 
children have parents who either work 
or live on Federal land. A district is el-
igible for impact aid if it has at least 
2,000 students and 15 percent of the stu-
dents are civilian b children. 

The amendment before us today 
would allow districts to qualify for the 
program if the district has at least 
1,000 children or 10 percent of the stu-
dents are civilian b children. Changing 
‘‘and’’ to ‘‘or’’ is an important distinc-
tion for small districts. Mr. President, 
few school districts in South Dakota 
have 2,000 students. Small districts are 
no less federally impacted than large 
ones. They are equally deserving of im-
pact aid funds. 

This amendment would allow addi-
tional districts into the program, but 
it would not decrease payments to cur-
rent section 8003 schools. This section 
of the program received an increased 
appropriation last year, so we are 
working with a larger-sized pie than in 
previous years. Additionally, payments 
to all schools in section 8003 will be 
reconfigured when the hold harmless 
provision for this section expires in fis-
cal year 1997. Many school districts 
will receive lower payments when the 
formula agreed to in the 1994 reauthor-
ization is fully phased in. The drop in 
payments to these schools frees up ad-
ditional dollars for the small districts 
gaining eligibility with this amend-
ment. 

This is a fairness issue. I am pleased 
that small school districts will now re-
ceive equal support. This amendment 
enjoys widespread, bipartisan support. 
I hope all my colleagues will join me in 
supporting it today. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, like 
many of my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle, I have long supported impact 
aid. This program appropriately reim-
burses local school districts for the 
cost of educating the children of Fed-
eral employees who do not contribute 
to the local tax base because they live 
or work on Federal property. Moreover 
17 million children benefit from impact 
aid. Now, when I think of impact aid, I 
typically think of the child whose par-
ent serves in the military, or the child 
who lives on an Indian reservation, yet 
there is another group of children who 
rightly are served by impact aid. These 
are students whose parents may not 
live on Federal property, but work on 
Federal property—property that is not 

generating tax support for the local 
schools. These children are provided for 
by the civilian b portion of the pro-
gram. 

Prior to an amendment being added 
to the Improving America’s Schools 
Act 2 years ago, a district received a ci-
vilian b payment as long as it met 
basic eligibility requirements. This 
amendment required that a district en-
roll a minimum of 2,000 civilian b chil-
dren and that this enrollment must 
equal 15 percent of the district’s total 
student population. This effectively 
eliminated many small school districts 
with less than 2,000 students in their 
entire district, that nonetheless serve a 
large percentage of Federal employees’ 
children. The inequity of this formula 
adversely impacted a number of small 
school districts in Washington State. 
For example, according to statistics 
provided by the Department of Edu-
cation, the Grand Coulee Dam School 
District’s total student population is 
796 students, 328 of whom, are children 
of civilian Federal employees. In spite 
of the fact that 40 percent of this dis-
tricts student population is made up of 
Federal employees children, under the 
current formula, this school district is 
not eligible for civilian b funding. 

The Bremerton School District isn’t 
as small as Grand Coulee Dam School 
District, but it has a similar problem. 
In Bremerton, WA, a number of civil-
ians are employed to support the naval 
base operations. While these civilians 
do not work for an employer that con-
tributes to the local tax base in the 
same manner other local businesses do, 
the Bremerton district’s schools serve 
these children who make up 20 percent 
of the total student enrollment in the 
school district. Although Bremerton 
meets the 20-percent criteria, the dis-
trict falls short of the 2,000 student re-
quirement. Thus, under the current 
formula Bremerton School District is 
not eligible for civilian b funds. Is this 
school district less worthy of funding— 
merely because it does not fit into the 
criteria—I would argue not. 

I am certainly not opposed to estab-
lishing criteria for eligibility for Fed-
eral programs; in fact, I think it is im-
perative we do so. But that determina-
tion should be made fairly. School dis-
tricts who are significantly impacted 
by the Federal Government’s presence 
should be reimbursed for the local tax 
contributions they would otherwise re-
ceive. For this reason, I support Sen-
ator FORD’S efforts to restore equity to 
the eligibility requirements for this 
program. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, this part of 
the amendment is acceptable. I under-
stand that my friend from Vermont has 
an amendment in the second degree 
that also will be accepted. So I yield 
the floor so my friend from Vermont 
can offer his amendment. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4417 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4112 

(Purpose: To require the Secretary of De-
fense to make certain Impact Aid pay-
ments) 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I have an amend-
ment to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will reported. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] 

for himself and Mr. PELL, proposes amend-
ment numbered 4417 to amendment No. 4112. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 1, strike line 6 through line 2 on 

page 2 and insert the following: 
7703(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘2000 and such number 
equals or exceeds 15’’ and inserting ‘‘1000 or 
such number equals or exceeds 10’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘, except that notwith-
standing any other provision of this title the 
Secretary shall not make a payment com-
puted under this paragraph for a child de-
scribed in subparagraph (F) or (G) of para-
graph (1) who is associated with Federal 
property used for Department of Defense ac-
tivities unless funds for such payment are 
made available to the Secretary from funds 
available to the Secretary of Defense’’ before 
the period. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, my 
amendment just establishes some eq-
uity in covering the cost generated by 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Kentucky. My amendment, requires 
the Department of Defense to pay the 
increase in cost—a small amount; 
about $11 million—incurred by the ad-
ditional military dependents who 
would become eligible for impact aid 
under the Ford amendment. 

The underlying amendment offered 
by my colleague from Kentucky broad-
ens the eligibility criteria for the im-
pact aid program. In 1994, during the 
last reauthorization of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, Con-
gress recognized the need to prioritize 
scarce education dollars and hence tar-
geted funds to the most needy. In the 
case of the impact aid, we set up a 
stricter standard to reimburse districts 
for those students whose parents are 
employed on Federal property but do 
not live on such property. 

I have some misgivings about using 
this bill to alter education policy. But 
if we want to do so, then so be it. The 
amendment that I am offering would 
simply require the Department of De-
fense to pay the expense of the amend-
ment for children associated with mili-
tary activities. 

The changes made in 1994 eliminated 
impact aid payments to certain dis-
tricts. By going back and broadening 
this definition we will increase the 
number of eligible districts from ap-
proximately 13 to 421. 

Without my amendment the in-
creased costs will come, not from the 
Department of Defense, but from the 
Department of Education. One area 
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where the Department of Defense has 
traditionally enjoyed a reprieve from 
carrying its full weight is that of im-
pact aid. Impact aid was designed to 
offset costs that local communities 
incur in the education of military de-
pendents or civilians working on mili-
tary bases because these families are 
exempt from certain State and local 
taxes. This is a cost of our national de-
fense program. 

Mr. President, DOD has accepted the 
responsibility of bearing the full costs 
of educating military dependents over-
seas—it is logical they should assume 
responsibility for offsetting the costs 
that occur at home. 

There is clear precedence for this. 
Currently, the Department of Defense 
provides supplemental funding for im-
pact aid schools, between $10 and $50 
million—$30 million in fiscal year 1996. 
This last provision is in the DOD au-
thorization bill and allows the Sec-
retary of Defense to provide supple-
mental funding for local education 
agencies [LEA’s] in which military ac-
tivity places a unique burden on the 
LEA. 

This amendment follows this policy. 
We must, for the true defense of this 
country, serve our children. 

I understand this amendment is ac-
ceptable. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am very 
pleased to be a cosponsor of the second- 
degree amendment offered by my 
friend and colleague, Senator JEF-
FORDS. It represents a small, yet very 
significant step in the direction of 
placing the funding of impact aid upon 
the agency responsible for the Federal 
property. 

Impact aid is assistance provided be-
cause Federal property is taken from 
the tax rolls. It is compensation, and 
really should not be placed in the cat-
egory of educational assistance. If the 
property is a military installation, the 
responsibility for compensation should 
rest with the Department of Defense, 
not the Department of Education. If 
the property is public land used for 
parks and recreational purposes, the 
responsibility for compensation should 
rest with an agency such as the Depart-
ment of the Interior, not the Depart-
ment of Education. 

Impact aid is also general aid. It is 
not tied to the need to improve basic 
skills, upgrade professional develop-
ment, strengthen educational research, 
or open opportunities for a college edu-
cation. Its only relationship to edu-
cation is because the property tax is 
too often and unfortunately a major 
source of support for education at the 
State and local level. Removal of that 
source of funding has an impact upon 
the total resources available to fund 
education in community after commu-
nity throughout America. I would con-
tend, therefore, that compensation for 
this lost resource should come from the 
agency or department responsible for 
removal of this land from the tax rolls. 

With respect to this particular 
amendment, I understand that about 60 

percent of the additional districts that 
would be eligible for impact aid are re-
lated to the armed services. Thus, 
under the provisions of the Jeffords 
amendment, the Secretary of Defense 
would be required to cover that 
amount, which I understand is 60 per-
cent of $11 to $18 million. 

My own opinion is that this amend-
ment represents the direction in which 
we should be moving in regard to the 
entire Impact Aid Program. As I have 
said, it is only a small step, but it is 
also a very important one. I would 
strongly urge my colleagues to join 
Senator JEFFORDS and me in approving 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the second-degree 
amendment? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 
accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the second-degree amend-
ment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4417) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky. 
Mr. FORD. I encourage the approval 

of the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment No. 4112, as amended. 

The amendment (No. 4112), as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I thank the 
Chair and thank my friend from 
Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Virginia is recognized to offer an 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4418 
(Purpose: To provide $2,000,000 for the con-

struction of a facility for military depend-
ent children with disabilities at Lackland 
Air Force Base, Texas) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on be-

half of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
STEVENS], I send an amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] 

for Mr. STEVENS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 4418. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle F of title X, add the 

following: 
SEC. 1072. FACILITY FOR MILITARY DEPENDENT 

CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES, 
LACKLAND AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS. 

(a) FUNDING.—Of the amounts authorized 
to be appropriated by this Act for the De-

partment of the Air Force, $2,000,000 may be 
available for the construction at Lackland 
Air Force Base, Texas, of a facility (and sup-
porting infrastructure) to provide com-
prehensive care and rehabilitation services 
to children with disabilities who are depend-
ents of members of the Armed Forces. 

(b) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—Subject to sub-
section (c), the Secretary of the Air Force 
may grant the funds available under sub-
section (a) to the Children’s Association for 
Maximum Potential (CAMP) for use by the 
association to defray the costs of designing 
and constructing the facility referred to in 
subsection (a). 

(c) LEASE OF FACILITY.—(1) The Secretary 
may not make a grant of funds under sub-
section (b) until the Secretary and the asso-
ciation enter into an agreement under which 
the Secretary leases to the association the 
facility to be constructed using the funds. 

(2)(A) The term of the lease under para-
graph (1) may not be less than 25 years. 

(B) As consideration for the lease of the fa-
cility, the association shall assume responsi-
bility for the operation and maintenance of 
the facility, including the costs of such oper-
ation and maintenance. 

(3) The Secretary may require such addi-
tional terms and conditions in connection 
with the lease as the Secretary considers ap-
propriate to protect the interests of the 
United States. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this ef-
fort has been raised by several of my 
colleagues. I believe it has great merit. 
The camp program addresses the needs 
of children challenged with disabilities 
that are not easily addressed. This in-
cludes children with Downs Syndrome, 
Cerebral Palsy, and Autism. 

This program meets an urgent need 
at Lackland Air Force Base. We are ad-
dressing this need in a unique way. We 
will consider this effort when we bring 
the defense appropriation bill to the 
floor. 

The commander of Wilford Hall Med-
ical Center, which is located at 
Lackland Air Force Base, has indicated 
the medical center has a close associa-
tion with the camp program. Most of 
his staff are volunteers in the program. 
He views the program as an outgrowth 
of the pediatric department at Wilford 
Hall. 

The base commander of Lackland Air 
Force Base also supports the program. 
We asked him how he deals with the li-
ability he personally might incur. He 
indicated that the benefits outweigh 
his risks. 

The Senator from Ohio stated that 
there was no agreement between the 
Air Force and the camp program. The 
base commander has informed the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee that 
there is, in fact, an agreement between 
the base commander and the director 
of the camp program. 

The camp program is now housed in 
three 2-story barracks. This creates 
significant hazards with disabled chil-
dren. Also, the manpower required for 
three buildings will be reduced with 
this new building. For instance, they 
will only need one nurse instead of 
three. These barracks are scheduled for 
demolition. As soon as this facility is 
built these barracks will come down. 
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This program is not yet endorsed by 

the Department. I believe we must ad-
dress the special needs of military fam-
ilies. This program is an effort to do 
just that. 

I appreciate the willingness of the 
managers of this bill and urge the 
adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, it is 
with great regret that I rise in opposi-
tion to this amendment. The amend-
ment would establish, in my view, a 
dangerous precedent for future grants 
of defense dollars to private organiza-
tions selected by the Congress. 

There is no question that the purpose 
of the facility which would be con-
structed with these funds is a worthy 
one. Caring for the dependent children 
of our military personnel, particularly 
those with disabilities, should be a 
high-priority concern of the military 
Services. 

However, I am concerned about the 
process by which this project has been 
identified. As I understand it, a private 
organization called the Children’s As-
sociation for Maximum Potential 
[CAMP] developed an unsolicited pro-
posal to build a facility at Lackland 
Air Force Base for the specialized care 
of military dependent children with 
disabilities. CAMP had been unsuccess-
ful in raising sufficient private con-
tributions, and requested assistance 
from the appropriations committees. 
This amendment, offered by the Chair-
man of the Senate Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, would authorize 
the grant funds requested by CAMP. 

Let me stress again that I am not op-
posed to providing facilities for the 
care of disabled children. But I want to 
ensure that the facilities we do provide 
are the highest priority and best suited 
to take care of the largest possible 
group of these children. I am not con-
fident, even with the endorsement of 
the Department of Defense, that the $2 
million to be provided for this par-
ticular program is the best use of funds 
to serve this need. 

Finally, I am concerned about the 
precedent we may establish by author-
izing the expenditure of $2 million from 
the Air Force budget to construct a 
building for the use of a private entity. 
These projects should be considered 
within the military construction and 
family housing accounts, not in a new 
process outside the scrutiny of other 
priorities, such as child care centers, 
hospitals, and the like. 

Mr. President, I regretfully announce 
that I oppose this amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Virginia on behalf 
of the Senator from Alaska. I hate very 
much to do that because this is a pro-
gram that is undoubtedly worthwhile, 
but I do object to the process by which 
we are doing this. There has not been a 
definition given yet by the proponents 
of this as to what the bill actually pro-
vides. Let me make some comments on 
that. 

What this amendment does, as I un-
derstand it, is direct the Secretary of 
the Air Force to provide a $2 million 
grant to a program called CAMP, Chil-
dren’s Association for Maximum Po-
tential, and this $2 million would be for 
construction of a support services facil-
ity for military dependent children 
with disabilities and their families at 
Lackland Air Force Base. 

Certainly, that is a most noble in-
tent. I do not question the intent of it 
at all. What I do object to is bringing 
this up as part of the defense bill with-
out it having been through any screen-
ing whatever, without having been sub-
mitted as part of the defense budget. I 
am sure that every single one of us has 
a similar situation that we would like 
to take benefit of, also, that would be 
similar to this particular program. 

The CAMP Program was established 
in 1980 as a nonprofit agency. What it 
does is provide comprehensive services 
to families with special needs. Cur-
rently, CAMP has 40 employees, as I 
understand it, and a $1.3 billion budget. 
It operates on Lackland in three World 
War II vintage barracks. Lackland offi-
cials have a base revitalization pro-
gram, and they are demolishing old 
buildings. These three buildings are 
among those which are slated to be de-
molished. They have outlived their 
construction life cycles. They are cost-
ly to repair and maintain. The facili-
ties in which CAMP operates are slated 
for demolition. The Air Force has iden-
tified a vacant parcel of property near 
the base medical center as a potential 
new site for CAMP. This $2 million 
grant, along with a private donation of 
$500,000, would enable CAMP to con-
struct a new facility and continue its 
program to support military families 
with disabled children. 

The facility to be built with the 
grant money would be leased to CAMP 
by the Air Force under a 25-year lease 
agreement. As consideration for this 
lease, CAMP would assume responsi-
bility for and costs associated with op-
erating and maintaining this facility, 
as I understand it. Granting this facil-
ity would enable CAMP to continue 
their support of military families and 
special needs. 

The grant is simply a substitute for 
the good will of the Air Force in pro-
viding an operating space for CAMP in 
these old World War II structures. We 
do need special legislation to authorize 
the Air Force to use funds in this man-
ner. However, arguing against the 
amendment, there is no agreement be-
tween the Air Force and CAMP for use 
of the facilities at all. It would benefit 
a small group and a specific site. 

The money we would be proposing to 
give to them does not cover the cost of 
the new facility. Most of all, we opened 
a floodgate to everybody who has a 
meritorious nonprofit group operating 
on their base in support of whatever 
good purpose, and we are not giving 
them a fair shot at the same thing. 

On the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, we have denied requests for 

DOD funds to assist in construction ac-
tivities related to all sorts of things— 
military monuments, memorials, 
buildings for children on bases—and we 
have not funded those. While I know 
this is for a very good purpose, and I 
realize if we put this to a vote, there 
would not probably be very many votes 
that would be opposed to this idea of 
continuing help for dependent disabled 
children, children with special difficul-
ties, on the base at Lackland, I do not 
propose to call for a rollcall vote on 
this amendment because I have no 
doubt about what the vote would prob-
ably be. The intention of the amend-
ment is very noble and for a worthy 
cause, but for us to start out like this 
without having been through the budg-
eting process, without it having been 
through hearings, without having it 
considered by the committee or the 
Armed Services Committee and in 
competition with other projects like 
this at all, I question whether we 
should be doing this. 

The problem with it, then, is that it 
uses the defense budget to fund what 
may be considered to be a high-priority 
program but it is not a budgeted de-
fense program item. I cannot support 
the principle here of taking millions 
out of the defense budget to fund it. 
Every single one of us has a program in 
his or her State that would benefit 
greatly if we simply handed out funds 
like this on the military bases. Many, 
many, nonprofit organizations do 
things on the bases that we would like 
to support, yet we do not do that be-
cause if we raided the defense budget 
every time that occurred, we would 
soon be out of money. The problem 
with that approach is there would be 
little left if each Member of this body 
came to the floor to collect the defense 
funds necessary to help out every non-
profit program like the very valuable 
CAMP Program that needed funding. 

I prefer to see with proposals like 
this that are put in, the Pentagon give 
their opinion as to what they are doing 
on the particular base, send that word 
over, and we take care of it in com-
mittee structure, compare them with 
others, and allot them money for pro-
grams like this. I am very happy to 
support them and work with the people 
to do it. But to bring them on the floor 
and make it competitive that we are 
trying to get something for individual 
bases for nonprofit organizations is 
something I have a lot of difficulty 
supporting. 

Let me conclude by stating I find it 
a bit ironic that the same majority 
that is cutting necessary domestic dis-
cretionary funding in order to add $12 
billion to our defense budget is agree-
ing to an amendment like this, without 
any hearings or without any further in-
formation. It just says we need $2 mil-
lion to give to a nonprofit organiza-
tion, so we appropriated or we author-
ized here on the Senate floor. 

I am very much in support—let me go 
back to where I started my statement. 
I am very much in favor of the intent, 
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certainly, on our bases. We want to 
support organizations like this. They 
are set up and they operate as non-
profit organizations. To have the 
money come out of our defense budget 
now to go into supporting these non-
profit organizations, no matter how 
good they are, just without any hear-
ings, without conferring with other 
projects that we might prefer to see 
taxpayer-appropriated funds go into, is 
to me the wrong approach here. I would 
like to see these things gone into on a 
little more studied basis. 

Senator MCCAIN and I have taken the 
lead over the past 4 years in trying to 
hold down things like this where we 
add things on the floor, add them in 
the committee that were never re-
quested, never had hearings, never 
knew anything about them. Granted, 
this is not a budget buster that goes 
into billions. It is $2 million. But you 
add this up with every $2 million that 
I would like to have and the Senator 
from Virginia would like to have and 
everyone else would like to have, and it 
gets into quite a pile of money. We are 
taking it directly out of the defense 
budget to do this. Granted, it is in sup-
port of our military personnel at 
Lackland Air Force Base, but this is 
the only organization of its kind we are 
singling out for a $2 million grant. 

I am not going to ask for a rollcall 
vote on this, but I do wish to be re-
corded as being opposed to this amend-
ment. I yield the floor. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 4418) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to, and I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 
like to identify myself with the re-
marks of Senator GLENN on the pre-
viously adopted amendment. 

I know it is a noble cause. But I 
think this is a bad precedent, and I 
think we need to carefully consider 
what we do in this kind of case. 

There are thousands of other organi-
zations out there that would like ex-
actly the same treatment. 

I voted on that on the voice vote, and 
I identify my remarks with those of 
the Senator from Ohio. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield 

the floor. 
I see the distinguished Senator from 

Kentucky seeking recognition. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky is recognized. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I thank the 

Chair. I thank my friend, the floor 
leader, from Virginia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4419 
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of De-

fense to carry out a pilot program to iden-
tify and demonstrate a feasible alternative 
to demilitarization of assembled chemical 
munitions) 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I call up 

my amendment on pilot projects for 
identified and demonstrated feasible 
alternatives to demilitarization of as-
sembled chemical munitions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
laid aside, and the clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. FORD], 

for himself and Mr. BROWN proposes an 
amendment numbered 4419. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle B of title I, add the 

following: 
SEC. 113. DEMILITARIZATION OF ASSEMBLED 

CHEMICAL MUNITIONS. 
(a) PILOT PROGRAM.—The Secretary of De-

fense shall conduct a pilot program to iden-
tify and demonstrate feasible alternatives to 
incineration for the demilitarization of as-
sembled chemical munitions. 

(b) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—(1) The Sec-
retary of Defense shall designate an execu-
tive agent to carry out the pilot program re-
quired to be conducted under subsection (a). 

(2) The executive agent shall— 
(A) be an officer or executive of the United 

States Government; 
(B) be accountable to the Secretary of De-

fense; and 
(C) not be, or have been, in direct or imme-

diate control of the chemical weapon stock-
pile demilitarization program established by 
1412 of the Department of Defense Authoriza-
tion Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C. 1521) or the alter-
native disposal process program carried out 
under sections 174 and 175 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 
(Public Law 102–484; 50 U.S.C. 1521 note). 
(3) The executive agent may— 

(A) carry out the pilot program directly; 
(B) enter into a contract with a private en-

tity to carry out the pilot program; or 
(C) transfer funds to another department 

or agency of the Federal Government in 
order to provide for such department or 
agency to carry out the pilot program. 

(4) A department or agency that carries 
out the pilot program under paragraph (3)(C) 
may not, for purposes of the pilot program, 
contract with or competitively select the or-
ganization within the Army that exercises 
direct or immediate management control 
over either program referred to in paragraph 
(2)(C). 

(5) The pilot program shall terminate not 
later than September 30, 2000. 

(c) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than De-
cember 15 of each year in which the Sec-
retary carries out the pilot program, the 
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report 
on the activities under the pilot program 
during the preceding fiscal year. 

(d) EVALUATION AND REPORT.—Not later 
than December 31, 2000, the Secretary of De-
fense shall— 

(1) evaluate each demilitarization alter-
native identified and demonstrated under the 
pilot program to determine whether that al-
ternative— 

(A) is a safe and cost efficient as inciner-
ation for disposing of assembled chemical 
munitions; and 

(B) meets the requirements of section 1412 
of the Department of Defense Authorization 
Act, 1986; and 

(2) submit to Congress a report containing 
the evaluation. 

(e) LIMITATION ON LONG LEAD CON-
TRACTING.—(1) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law and except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Secretary may not enter 
into any contract for the purchase of long 
lead materials considered to be baseline in-
cineration specific materials for the con-
struction of an incinerator at any site in 
Kentucky or Colorado within one year of the 
date of enactment of this act or thereafter 
until the executive agent designated for the 
pilot program submits an application for 
such permits as are necessary under the law 
of the State of Kentucky or the law of the 
State of Colorado, as the case may be, for 
the construction at that site of a plant for 
demilitarization of assembled chemical mu-
nitions by means of an alternative to incin-
eration. 

(2) Provided, however, the Secretary may 
enter into a contract described in paragraph 
(1) beginning 60 days after the date on which 
the Secretary submits to Congress— 

(A) the report required by subsection (d)(2); 
and 

(B) the certification of the executive agent 
that there exists no alternative technology 
as safe and cost efficient as incineration for 
demilitarizing chemical munitions at non- 
bulk sites that can meet the requirements of 
section 1412 of the Department of Defense 
Authorization Act, 1986. 

(f) ASSEMBLED CHEMICAL MUNITION DE-
FINED.—For the purpose of this section, the 
term ‘‘assembled chemical munition’’ means 
an entire chemical munition, including com-
ponents parts, chemical agent, propellant, 
and explosive. 

(g) FUNDING.—(1) Of the amount authorized 
to be appropriated under section 107, 
$60,000,000 shall be available for the pilot pro-
gram under this section. Such funds may not 
be derived from funds to be made available 
under the chemical demilitarization program 
at bulk sites. 

(2) Funds made available for the pilot pro-
gram pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be 
made available to the executive agent for 
use for the pilot program. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, this is an 
issue that hits home for me. We have a 
facility in Richmond, KY, known as 
the Lexington Blue Grass Army Depot. 
This facility houses the most dan-
gerous chemical agents known to man-
kind such as GB, VX, and mustard 
agents in various projectiles and rock-
ets. Given the extremely hazardous na-
ture of these agents, my primary con-
cern must be for the health and safety 
of Kentuckians, and all Americans who 
live near these obsolete weapons. 

And I am not alone. Acting out of the 
same concerns, the State of Kentucky 
has put into place rigorous regulations 
governing the permit process for oper-
ating an incinerator to destroy chem-
ical weapons. To date, the Army has 
failed to get a permit from the Ken-
tucky State EPA because the Army 
has failed in its application to meet 
several basic tests, including providing 
sufficient evidence that: Neither hu-
mans nor the environment will be 
harmed by emissions from the inciner-
ator; burning the chemical weapons 
would be safer than any possible alter-
native technologies; should the incin-
erator malfunction, enough of the 
nerve gas would be destroyed instead of 
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released; and during a worst-case sce-
nario accident, there are adequate 
plans in place for evacuating the pub-
lic. 

In 1981, the Army chose the baseline 
incineration process as the best and 
safest method for destroying chemical 
weapons. Yet just this month, 15 years 
later, the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee held a hearing on whether 
incineration adequately protects the 
health and safety of the public and the 
workers. 

I fail to understand how the Army 
can continue along this path when le-
gitimate questions are still being 
raised and are still not being ade-
quately answered. We’re now finding 
that many of the alternatives pre-
viously reviewed and rejected for the 
destruction of chemical weapons have 
been developed to the point where they 
may not only be considered viable op-
tions, but may be better choices than 
incineration. 

Unfortunately, the Army’s actions 
have the appearance of moving forward 
simply for the sake of sticking to the 
original plan. I understand the Army’s 
concern over already investing billions 
of dollars in the incineration process. 
But we are dealing with the health and 
safety of our citizens. And when it 
comes to issues of health and safety 
our citizens deserve the best. 

To ensure this happens, Senator 
BROWN and I offer this amendment to 
the fiscal year 1997 defense authoriza-
tion bill, requiring the Department of 
Defense to conduct a 3-year pilot pro-
gram. Under the pilot program the De-
partment of Defense will determine if 
there is a feasible alternative to incin-
eration for the disposal of chemical 
munitions. The amendment requires 
the Secretary of Defense to report to 
Congress 6 months after the program 
has been completed on whether there 
are alternative processes that are as 
safe and as cost-efficient as baseline in-
cineration. Based on this report we can 
determine whether baseline inciner-
ation or an alternative method is the 
best way to demilitarize the assembled 
chemical munitions at the Lexington/ 
Blue Grass Army Depot and the Pueblo 
Chemical Depot. 

Let me add that while the Army has 
a review underway at this time, that 
review only examines the use of these 
technologies for bulk sites. Because the 
Lexington Blue Grass Army Depot and 
the Pueblo Chemical Depot house mu-
nitions, the Army’s current study is ir-
relevant to these sites. 

This amendment would direct the De-
partment of Defense to appoint an ex-
ecutive agent to lead this program who 
has not been in direct or immediate 
control of the chemical weapon stock-
pile demilitarization program. I 
strongly believe for this program to be 
successful it will need new blood, an in-
dividual who is objective, forward 
thinking, and not wedded to the incin-
eration process. 

Second, while this pilot program is in 
effect, this amendment prohibits the 

expenditures of funds for the construc-
tion of incinerators at both the Lex-
ington Blue Grass Army Depot in Ken-
tucky and the Pueblo Chemical Depot 
in Colorado for 1 year. Should it be de-
termined that there is no alternative 
technology then funds may be ex-
pended for the construction of inciner-
ators. 

Mr. President, I am hopeful the pilot 
program will include a decisionmaking 
process that will actively involve the 
State and local governments and local 
community groups, so that all parties 
involved in this process can reach a 
consensus on where pilot testing will 
take place. With consensus I believe 
there will be a future for alternative 
technologies in chemical demilitariza-
tion, and we can safely proceed with 
destruction of obsolete chemical weap-
ons. 

This amendment specifies that of the 
funds authorized to be appropriated for 
chemical demilitarization for fiscal 
year 1997, $60 million will be set aside 
to conduct this pilot program for 
nonbulk sites, and that none of the $60 
million will come from the funds for 
the alternative technologies bulk pilot 
program. 

Clearly something must be done. 
With good reason, the State of Ken-
tucky will not issue a permit to the 
Army. But, it would also be a mistake 
to simply walk away from the problem. 
I believe my amendment makes sense 
for both the Army, the Kentuckians 
who live in that area, and for other de-
pots that will eventually confront this 
same problem. 

Mr. President, without this amend-
ment it is doubtful that the Army will 
ever be able to get its permit to incin-
erate munitions in Kentucky, let me 
bring to your attention the following: 

Section 6929 of title 42 of the United States 
Code, specifically recognizes and reserves to 
the Commonwealth the authority to impose 
reasonable restrictions directly relating to 
public health and safety with respect to the 
management of hazardous wastes beyond the 
minimum standards established under fed-
eral law. 

Furthermore, Kentucky State law re-
quires that: 

In considering alternatives to the proposed 
activity, the cabinet shall affirmatively con-
sider all reasonable alternatives, including 
alternatives that could be developed, and 
shall issue a permit only where it finds by 
clear and convincing evidence that no alter-
native treatment or disposal option, includ-
ing transportation, exists or could be devel-
oped that would provide greater protection 
against exposure or harm to the public or en-
vironment. 

How can the State of Kentucky under 
these conditions ever issue a permit 
when the Army has yet to look at al-
ternative technologies for nonbulk 
sites? 

Mr. President, I look forward to 
working with my colleagues to ensure 
that the Department of Defense moves 
forward in a way that will not place a 
single American at risk. 

I ask unanimous consent that the list 
of organizations supporting this 
amendment be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

GROUPS SUPPORTING THE CWWG, ON FORD 
AMENDMENT TO S. 1745 

Aberdeen Proving Ground Superfund Citi-
zens Coalition: Joppa, Maryland; Alabama 
Conservancy: Anniston, Alabama; Arkansas 
Fairness Council: Little Rock, Arkansas; AC-
TION: Circleville, Ohio; Action for a Clean 
Environment: Alto, Georgia; Artists For 
Earth: Berea, Kentucky; Appalachian 
Science in the Public Interest: Livingston, 
Kentucky; Arms Control Research Center: 
San Francisco, California; Bass Anglers 
Sportsman Society: Montgomery, Alabama; 
Burn Busters: Anniston, Alabama. 

Cancer Registry—Dioxin Research: Globe, 
Arizona; Center for Economic Conversion: 
Berkeley, California; Central Kentucky AIM 
Support Group: Lexington, Kentucky; Cham-
paign-Urbana Physicians for Social Respon-
sibility: Mason City, Illinois; Chicago Media 
Watch Environmental Task Force: Evanston, 
Illinois; Citizens Clearinghouse on Hazardous 
Waste: Falls Church, Virginia; Citizens En-
ergy Council: Hewitt, New Jersey; Citizens 
Environmental Organizations of Bedford Co., 
Clearville, Pennsylvania; Citizens for a 
Healthy Environment: Waveland, Mis-
sissippi; Citizens for Responsible Fort McCoy 
Growth: Sparta, Wisconsin; Citizens for Safe 
Water Around Badger: Merrimac, Wisconsin; 
Coalition for Jobs and the Environment: 
Abingdon, Virginia; Coalition for Research 
Ethics and Accountability: Santa Fe, New 
Mexico; Columbia River United: Hood River, 
Oregon; Citizens Against Incineration in 
Newport: Newport, Indiana; Citizens for En-
vironmental Quality: Hermiston, Oregon; 
Citizens for Safe Weapons Disposal: Pueblo, 
Colorado; Coalition for Safe Disposal: 
Worton, Maryland; Common Ground: Berea, 
Kentucky; Concerned Citizens for Maryland’s 
Environment: Bel Air, Maryland; Concerned 
Citizens of Madison County: Richmond, Ken-
tucky; Center for the Biology of Natural 
Systems: Queens, New York; Center for Envi-
ronmental Health Studies: Boston, Massa-
chusetts; Center for Responsive Politics: 
Washington, DC; Central Kentucky Council 
for Peace and Justice: Lexington, Kentucky; 
Citizen Alert: Las Vegas, Nevada; Citizens to 
Save Our Environment: St. Louis, Missouri. 

Desert Citizens Against Pollution: Rosa-
mond, California; Don’t Waste Arizona, Flag-
staff, Az.; Downwinders, Inc.: Salt Lake City, 
Utah; Earth and Spirit Council: Portland, 
Oregon; Eastern Cherokee Defense League: 
Cherokee, North Carolina; Ecology Center: 
Berkeley, California; Edmonds Institute: Ed-
monds, Washington; Environmental Re-
search Foundation: Annapolis, Maryland; 
Earth Friendly of Huntsville: Huntsville, 
Alabama; Environmental Compliance Over-
sight Corporation. 

Families Concerned About Nerve Gas In-
cineration: Anniston, Alabama; Farm Aid, 
Cambridge Mass.; Franklin County Voters 
for Clean Air; Columbus, Ohio; Friends of the 
Earth: Washington, DC; Friends and Native 
Americans: Arlington, Massachusetts; 
Friends of the Upper Willamette River, Inc: 
Corvallis, Oregon; Georgia Chapter, 20/20 Vi-
sion: Sautee, Georgia; Gateway Green Alli-
ance: St. Louis, Missouri; Global Greens- 
USA, Washington, D.C.; GreenLaw: Wash-
ington, DC; Greenpeace International, Am-
sterdam; Greenpeace USA, Washington, D.C.; 
Greenpeace Midwest: Chicago, Illinois; 
Greenpeace Pacific Campaign; Greenpeace 
Portland: Portland, Oregon; Greenpeace 
South: Atlanta, Georgia; Greenpeace West: 
Seattle, Washington; Government Account-
ability Project: Washington, DC; Groups Al-
lied to Stop Pollution: Wilmer, Texas; Ha-
waii’s Thousands Friends; Hoosier Environ-
mental Council: Indianapolis, Indiana; 
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H.O.P.E. Alive!: Pueblo, Colorado; Humane 
Society of the United States, Washington, 
D.C. 

Institute for the Advancement of Hawaiian 
Affairs; Indiana Citizen Action: Indianapolis, 
Indiana; Indigenous Environmental Network: 
Bemidji, Minnesota; Institute for Agri-
culture and Trade Policy; Institute for En-
ergy and Environmental Research, Wash-
ington, D.C.; Institute for Science and 
Interdiciplinary Studies: Amherst, Massa-
chusetts; International Fellowship of Rec-
onciliation: Douglasville, Georgia; Inter-
national Physicians for the Prevention of 
Nuclear War; International Social Ecology 
Network; Kentucky Conservation Com-
mittee: Frankfort, Kentucky; Kentucky En-
vironmental Foundation, (CWWG Project) 
Berea, Ky.; Kentuckians for the 
Commenwealth: Salyersville, Kentucky; 
Kentucky Resources Council: Frankfort, 
Kentucky; Legal Environmental Assistance 
Foundation: Tallahassee, Florida; Maryland 
United for Peace and Justice: Bowie, Mary-
land; Massachusetts Campaign to Clean Up 
Hazardous Waste: Boston, Massachusetts; 
Military Toxics Project: Sabattus, Maine; 
Newport Study Group: Newport, Indiana; Nu-
clear Free and Independent Pacific; National 
Center for Environmental Health Strategies: 
Voorhees, New Jersey; Network for Environ-
mental and Economic Responsibility: Nut-
ley, New Jersey; NC Waste Awareness and 
Reduction Network: Durham, North Caro-
lina; Northwest Coalition for Alternatives to 
Pesticides: Eugene, Oregon. 

Northwest Environmental Advocates: 
Portland, Oregon; Nuclear Information and 
Resource Service: Washington, DC; National 
Depleted Uranium Citizens Network; Oregon 
Peaceworks: Salem, Oregon; Oregon Envi-
ronmental Council: Portland, Oregon; Pine 
Bluff for Safe Disposal: Pine Bluff, Arkansas; 
Pacific Asia Council of Indigenous People, 
Hawaii; Pacific Concerns Resource Center; 
Parkridge Area Residents Take Action: 
Grove City, Ohio; People for Clean Air and 
Water—El Pueblo: Hanford, California; Peo-
ple vs. a Chemical Contained Environment: 
Jacksonville, Arkansas; Project on Demili-
tarization and Democracy: Washington DC; 
Pacific Studies Center: Mt. View, California; 
Physicians for Social Responsibility: Boston, 
Mass.; Progressive Alliance for Community 
Empowerment: Albuquerque, New Mexico; 
Project South: Knoxville, Tennessee; Reach 
for Unbleached: Whaletown, British Colum-
bia, Canada; Rhode Island Coalition for 
Peace and Justice: Providence, Rhode Island; 
Rural Alliance for Military Accountability, 
Oregon. 

Sangre de Cristo Chapt. of the Rocky Mtn. 
Sierra Club: Pueblo, Colorado; Serving Ala-
bama’s Future Environment: Anniston, Ala-
bama; Sierra Club, Washington, D.C.; Sierra 
Club Legal Defense Fund, San Francisco, 
Ca.; Snake River Alliance: Boise, Idaho; 
South Bronx Clean Air Coalition: Bronx, 
New York; Southern Organizing Committee: 
Atlanta, Georgia; Social Concerns Office, 
Catholic Diocese of Jefferson City: J. City, 
Missouri; St. Louis Archdiocese: St. Louis, 
Missouri; SEVA Service Society, Palo Alto, 
Ca.; Tri-State Environmental Council: East 
Liverpool, Ohio; Tooele County Clean Air 
Coalition: Tooele, Utah; U.S. Public Interest 
Research Group: NYC, NY; Utah Sierra Club: 
Salt Lake City, Utah; Valley Citizens for a 
Safe Environment: Sunderland, Massachu-
setts; Vietnam Agent Orange Victims—The 
Living Dead: High Ridge, Missouri; Vietnam 
Veterans of America Foundation: Wash-
ington, DC; Veterans for World Peace: 
Gainsville, Florida; Vietnam Veterans of 
America: Little Rock, Arkansas; Women 
Concerned/Utahns United: Salt Lake City, 
Utah; Women’s International League for 
Peace and Freedom: Portland, Oregon; West-

ern Organization of Resource Councils, 
Butte, Montana; Working Group on Commu-
nity Right to Know, Washington, D.C. 

CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION AMENDMENT 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, why do we 

need this amendment? 
I am proposing that the Department 

of Defense set up a pilot program to re-
view alternative technologies for the 
destruction of chemical munitions. 
Currently, the Army has a review un-
derway that only examines the use of 
these technologies for bulk sites. The 
Lexington Blue Grass Army Depot and 
the Pueblo Chemical Depot are 
nonbulk sites that house munitions, so 
we need to examine the feasibility of 
using alternative technologies for 
nonbulk sites as well. 

Question: What are the unique provi-
sions of this amendment? 

First, this amendment would direct 
the Department of Defense to appoint 
someone who hasn’t been in direct, or 
immediate control of the chemical 
weapon stockpile demilitarization pro-
gram. I strongly believe that this pro-
gram needs new blood, an individual 
who is objective and not wedded to the 
incineration process. 

Second, this amendment prohibits 
the expenditures of funds for the con-
struction of incinerators at both the 
Lexington Blue Grass Army Depot in 
Kentucky and at the Pueblo Chemical 
Depot in Colorado for 1 year. 

Question: How do you know that 
there will not be local opposition to 
pilot testing an alternative tech-
nology? 

I am hopeful that the pilot program 
will include a decisionmaking process 
that will include State and local gov-
ernments, local community groups and 
that all parties in this process will 
reach a consensus. With a consensus 
building process, I believe that there 
will be less local opposition to the pilot 
testing of an alternative technology, 
and in future years destruction of obso-
lete chemical weapons will be allowed 
to proceed. 

Question: Where will the pilot project 
take place? 

Site selection will be decided contin-
gent on the technical merits of the 
technology chosen for evaluation and 
the best place for that technology to be 
tested. 

Question: What is the difference, if 
any, between your amendment and 
what is in the appropriations bill? 

There are several differences. First, 
based on Department of Defense and 
private sector estimates, I am asking 
for $60 million for a 3-year period to 
conduct this pilot project. The appro-
priation’s language requests $40 million 
for the same study with no timeframe 
for the completion of the study. I be-
lieve it is critical to have a timeframe 
or the project may drag on. Further-
more, the appropriation language re-
quires that at least two technologies 
can be reviewed, I believe this is micro-
management on the legislative level 
and that those decisions should be left 
to the experts doing the job. 

Question: Are we putting the commu-
nities in more danger by not going 
ahead with incineration? What about 
chemical munition leaks? 

Based on performance history of the 
baseline incineration process with its 
legal challenges and permits difficul-
ties, the baseline incineration disposal 
approach will extend well beyond the 
existing 2004 deadline and also beyond 
the 2007 anticipated chemical weapons 
convention deadline. On the other 
hand, I believe that alternative ap-
proaches may be easier to get permits 
and with fewer legal challenges. This 
amendment could expedite the com-
mon objective of safe, cost-effective ex-
peditious disposal. 

I can understand the concern about 
aging munitions and the possibility of 
leaks, but according to the Department 
of Defense’s interim status assessment 
for the chemical demilitarization pro-
gram, the handling of the munitions to 
conduct a more thorough survey is also 
a source of risk that need not be in-
curred given the apparent slow rate of 
deterioration. 

Defense, in their report, also states: 
The rate of deterioration is not mark-
edly increasing; there is no evidence of 
immediate danger from stockpile stor-
age; the rocket stockpile could con-
tinue to be safely stored. 

The most recent evaluation per-
formed by the Army in 1994 indicated 
that with even the most conservative 
assumptions, the probability of a rock-
et auto-ignition is less than one in a 
million before 2013. 

Mr. President, this legislation does 
not stop the Army from going forward 
with the baseline incineration program 
at sites other than Kentucky and Colo-
rado. This legislation does not change 
the dates required by Congress for the 
destruction of our chemical weapons by 
2004. But let me point out to my col-
leagues that this date of 2004 has been 
changed three times by Congress. When 
the chemical treaty goes into effect, 
and I hope the Army is listening to 
this, the treaty calls for 101⁄2 years for 
the destruction of chemical weapons, 
from the date the treaty is ratified. So, 
let’s say, Mr. President, that the treaty 
is ratified by 65 countries in January 
1997. We would have 101⁄2 years from 
1997 to destroy our chemical weapons— 
but if we cannot do it in that time-
frame then the treaty allows a country 
to ask for 5 additional years. That 
would place the destruction date in the 
year 2013. 

Mr. THURMOND. I have grave con-
cerns about the impact of his amend-
ment on the current program, which 
uses baseline incineration technology, 
to destroy the chemical stockpile. This 
amendment would bring the program 
to a halt. 

The amendment would direct the ini-
tiation of a pilot program on an un-
specified alternate technology. As I un-
derstand it, pilot program testing is 
only initiated after basic technical effi-
cacy has been demonstrated at either 
the laboratory or bench scale. There is 
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no independently verified evidence 
today to support legislation to direct 
the initiation of a pilot program. 

Mr. President, this legislation is 
fraught with requirements that will 
detrimentally impact the current de-
struction program. 

The administration is pushing the 
Senate to ratify the Chemical Weapons 
Convention. If this amendment were to 
pass, we would be unable to meet the 
requirements in the CWC to begin de-
struction of the stockpile within 2 
years of entry into force of the treaty. 
We would also not be able to complete 
destruction of the stockpile within the 
10-year timeframe. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I under-
stand, after the modifications, that 
both sides have agreed to this amend-
ment. I am grateful. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to advise the Senate, in view of the 
modifications submitted by the Sen-
ator from Kentucky, that this amend-
ment is acceptable on this side. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4419) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. FORD. I thank my friends. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4415 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, on the 
previous Conrad amendment on the B– 
52’s, we need to move to reconsider 
that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
was no motion to reconsider that 
amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. That is correct. Would 
it be appropriate to reconsider the 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, it 
would. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, could 
the Chair advise the Senate once again 
as to the request by the Senator from 
North Dakota and what the response 
was? 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the pre-
vious Conrad amendment on B–52’s 
that had been agreed to on both sides 
was not reconsidered and laid on the 
table. I was just going through that 
formality now. 

I have made the motion to recon-
sider. Mr. President, I move to recon-
sider the vote by which the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this 
bill is moving along very speedily, and 
the managers anticipate that following 
the presentation by the distinguished 
majority leader and the Democratic 
leader of the unanimous-consent re-
quest that this bill will conclude today. 

Seeing no Senator seeking recogni-
tion, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Utah be recognized to 
make a statement not to exceed 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE ELECTION IN RUSSIA 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I 
thank the managers of the bill. 

Normally, I would not intrude upon 
the legislative session for a matter 
that belongs in morning business. But 
this morning’s newspaper carries a 
story that has some urgency connected 
with it, and I think some connection 
with the bill we are discussing. 

We are talking about America’s de-
fenses, and in the course of the debate, 
we talked about the situation in Russia 
and the election in Russia. 

In this morning’s Washington Post 
there is a headline ‘‘New Yeltsin Aide 
Rails at Foreign Religions.’’ 

Then the subheadline, which is what 
has caused me to come to the floor in 
protest, says ‘‘Lebed Calls Mormonism 
‘Mold and Scum.’ ’’ 

In the story coming from Moscow, 
the date line of June 27, 

Alexander Lebed, the tough-talking retired 
general who has become President Boris 
Yeltsin’s unofficial running mate, railed 
against Western cultural influences in Rus-
sia today and vowed to rid the country of 
foreign religious and cults—including Mor-
monism, which he called ‘‘mold and scum.’’ 

Speaking to an assembly of patriotic orga-
nizations, he declared that Russia has three 
‘‘established, traditional religions’’—Ortho-
dox Christianity, Islam and Buddhism— 
pointedly excluding the faith of the coun-
try’s 650,000 Jews, who have endured fierce 
antisemitism here for centuries. 

He then lumped Mormons with Aum Su-
preme Truth—the Japanese cult implicated 
in last year’s poison gas attack on the Tokyo 
subway system—saying they pose a ‘‘direct 
threat to Russia’s security’’ because they are 
bent on ‘‘perverting, corrupting and ulti-
mately breaking up out state.’’ 

Mr. President, there are several reac-
tions to this outburst on the part of 
Mr. Lebed, all of them disturbing. 

First, we should note that he is recit-
ing and repeating the general political 
posture taken by the Communist can-
didate in the race for the Presidency. 
This man, who is now viewed as the 
strongest man behind President 
Yeltsin and possibly President 
Yeltsin’s replacement in that part of 
the Russian politics, has reached out to 
take the most virulent antireligious 
positions of their Communist oppo-
nent, Mr. Zyuganov, and has adopted 
them into his political platform. 

One would assume, therefore, that we 
might dismiss this phrase as simply a 
political ploy on Mr. Lebed’s part in an 
effort to steal a political position from 
the opponents. It is far more serious 
than that. Mr. Lebed has the reputa-
tion of being the kind of man who does 
in fact speak at the drop of a hat and 
sometimes without thinking but who, 
once having made a statement of this 
kind, would use his official position to 

follow it up with a serious religious re-
pression of any who do not fall into the 
three religions he has declared to be 
acceptable—Orthodox Christianity, 
Islam, and Buddhism. I would think 
that Catholics, Protestants, Western 
Christians of any kind, and certainly 
Jews, would be chilled by this kind of 
statement coming from the man who is 
so close to President Yeltsin. 

It is very interesting to me as a side 
comment that he has chosen to speak 
of the Buddhists as one of the three ac-
ceptable religions in Russia when, in 
fact, there is not a significant presence 
of Buddhism in Russia. If you are going 
to choose religions on the basis of their 
representation there, there are far 
more Jews in Russia than there are 
Buddhists, and yet he has chosen to in-
clude the Buddhists and very pointedly 
exclude the Jews. This is an outrageous 
statement from a nation that has been 
the source of some of the most virulent 
anti-Semitism the world has ever seen, 
and it clearly needs to be challenged. 

The other point that needs to be 
made here with respect to what is 
being said in this Presidential cam-
paign in Russia has to do not with reli-
gion but with democracy. We are being 
told continually that the Russians 
have finally crossed over the hump, 
and they have gone from the totali-
tarianism of the Communist years now 
into the open sunshine of free debate 
and free dissension. We know from his-
tory that the first casualty of toler-
ance for a regime moving in the direc-
tion of totalitarianism is always reli-
gious tolerance, and then immediately 
following after that comes an attempt 
to destroy any political dissension. 

We are seeing a signal here from the 
man closest to President Yeltsin that 
the Yeltsin regime, if they listen to 
this man, will move in the direction of 
destroying dissent and differing opin-
ions throughout all of Russian society. 
They will start with religion, but sure-
ly they will then move to repress all 
other dissenting opinions and we will 
see Russia move back into the shadows 
of totalitarianism under which the 
Russian people have, unfortunately, 
lived for centuries, if not millennia. In-
deed, if you go past the Communist pe-
riod into the years of the czarist rule, 
we found that the czars and the then 
State church worked hand in hand to 
see that there was no dissension of any 
kind in either religious or political de-
bate in czarist Russia. These are the 
specters that are being raised by this 
kind of statement from this man in a 
Presidential election. 

Mr. President, I am working on the 
language of a letter that will be sent to 
Secretary Christopher, a letter that 
will be sent to Brian Atwood, the Di-
rector of AID, and that probably will 
be sent also to Boris Yeltsin himself. 
Senator HATCH is working with me. We 
will coordinate the language of this 
letter. Senator REID has joined and in-
dicated his outrage at these state-
ments, as have Senators LIEBERMAN 
and SPECTER. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:40 Jun 20, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S28JN6.REC S28JN6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7265 June 28, 1996 
The Presiding Officer will recognize 

that three of us in this group are mem-
bers of the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-Day Saints, the Mormons to 
which Mr. Lebed pointedly refers, and 
the other two are Jews: Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, who practices an orthodox 
fashion of his religion as faithfully as 
anyone ever has, and Mr. SPECTER, 
whose father was born in Russia and 
forced out of Russia because of the 
anti-Semitism in that country. And 
Senator SPECTER continues to practice 
his Jewish religion. 

Senator SPECTER and I have been to 
Russia together, and we have visited 
with high officials in the Russian Gov-
ernment and Russian regime. At the 
time, we were both welcomed, and we 
both felt we were contributing to a 
greater degree of understanding of the 
two nations. 

Now, with this kind of statement, I 
would realize that if I went back to 
Russia, I would be labeled ‘‘mold and 
scum’’ because of my religious posi-
tion, and Senator SPECTER would have 
every reason to raise the question of 
what would happen to him in a modern 
Russia if this kind of thing is allowed 
to go unchallenged. 

One final comment. For many, many 
years, the Mormons were excluded 
from Russia and had no contact there. 
It was during the time when Mikhail 
Gorbachev was the head of the Soviet 
Union that the Government reached 
out and recognized Mormonism as a re-
ligion and invited Mormons to come to 
Russia. From that time until this, the 
Mormons have been in Russia and have 
had a very welcomed response on the 
part of the Russian people. There are 
now over 5,000 native Russians who 
have joined with the Mormon Church 
in Russia who have reason to feel very, 
very much threatened by this kind of 
formal statement. 

So, Mr. President, as I said, Senators 
HATCH, LIEBERMAN, REID, and SPECTER 
will be joining with me in putting forth 
an official protest in this matter, but I 
wanted to bring it to the attention of 
the Senate in this Chamber this after-
noon. 

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SMITH). The time of the Senator has ex-
pired. The Senator from Georgia is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. NUNN. I am pleased by the state-
ment of the Senator from Utah today 
because I found the comments that I 
read in the paper attributed to Mr. 
Lebed both disturbing and very dan-
gerous. I’m hoping that President 
Yeltsin and others will denounce this 
kind of rhetoric, which, no matter 
what its purpose, if it was simply pos-
turing for political purposes leading up 
to the election, is inexcusable lan-
guage. It can set up very dangerous 
kinds of activities in Russia against 
Mormons, against Jews, and against 
others. 

I think it is very timely for the Sen-
ator to make this announcement. I 
identify with his statement, and I hope 

there will be corrective action taken 
by the Russian officials in terms of 
making it clear that this kind of rhet-
oric is unacceptable. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator 

from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] as well for 
his statement. I read the statement 
that was attributed to General Lebed 
this morning in the paper, and I must 
say I was surprised by it. It is an ob-
noxious statement. It should not be al-
lowed to stand without a reaction from 
those of us in this country who feel 
strongly about that kind of statement 
from wherever it emanates. I salute the 
Senator from Utah for his strong state-
ment on the floor today. 

Mr. President, when I was in high 
school, I played on a Mormon softball 
team. I do not know how they let 
somebody raised in the Presbyterian 
Church, later a Unitarian, play on the 
Mormon team, but I had a great asso-
ciation with Mormons. We do not have 
many in North Dakota, but we had a 
close association built up through that 
activity. We had a pretty good softball 
team as well. They were some of the 
finest people with whom I have ever 
been associated. 

I think the statement by General 
Lebed is one that requires condemna-
tion, and I am pleased to join my voice 
to those that have already been raised 
in objection to the really outrageous 
language that was used at least in the 
statement attributed to General Lebed. 
If those are not his words, he ought to 
quickly correct the record. If those are 
his words, he ought to apologize. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Georgia and 
the Senator from North Dakota for 
their expressions of support. I am very 
grateful for that, as I am sure are all 
other individuals who have been out-
raged by the statements attributed to 
General Lebed. 

I might say to the Senator from 
North Dakota, I am sure he hit the ball 
pretty well, which is why they had him 
on the team, in addition to his good 
personality and friendship. These 
teams are open to everybody, but they 
are open more to people who can play 
well and not people like myself who get 
in the way. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997 
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4420 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, at this 
time I would like to send an amend-
ment to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
laid aside. The clerk will report. 

The assistant clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 

CONRAD] proposes an amendment numbered 
4420. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of Subtitle C of Title II, insert 

the following: 
SEC. . AIR FORCE NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE 

PLAN. 
(a) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 

of the Senate that— 
(1) the Air Force proposal for a Minuteman 

based national missile defense system is an 
important national missile defense option 
and is worthy of serious consideration; and 

(2) the Secretary of Defense should give the 
Air Force national missile defense proposal 
full consideration. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 
the enactment of this act, the Secretary of 
Defense shall provide the Congressional De-
fense Committees a report on the following 
matters in relation to the Air Force Na-
tional Missile Defense Proposal: 

(1) The cost and operational effectiveness 
of a system that could be developed pursuant 
to the Air Forces’ plan. 

(2) The Arms Control implications of such 
system. 

(3) Growth potential to meet future 
threats. 

(4) The Secretary’s recommendation for 
improvements to the Air Force’s plan. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is 
the amendment we discussed earlier 
that says the Air Force plan for na-
tional missile defense is an important 
option and is worthy of serious consid-
eration, and that the Secretary of De-
fense should give the Air Force na-
tional missile defense proposal full 
consideration. 

It further calls on the Secretary of 
Defense to produce a report within 120 
days on the following matters in rela-
tion to the Air Force national missile 
defense proposal: 

First, the cost and operational effec-
tiveness of a system that could be de-
veloped pursuant to the Air Force plan; 

Second, the arms control implica-
tions of such a system; 

Third, the growth potential to meet 
future threats; 

And finally, fourth, the Secretary’s 
recommendation for improvements to 
the Air Force’s plan. 

I do not think too much more needs 
to be said. I outlined at some length 
earlier what I think are the great 
strengths of the Air Force plan: First, 
it is treaty compliant; second, it is af-
fordable; third, it uses existing tech-
nology. 

I ask for support from my colleagues 
for this amendment and ask for its con-
sideration at this point. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate on the amendment? The 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been worked on care-
fully by both sides of the aisle. It calls 
attention of the Congress and the 
American people to the Air Force pro-
posal for a Minuteman-based national 
defense system. It states this is an im-
portant national missile defense option 
worthy of serious consideration. I cer-
tainly concur in that. Then it calls for 
a report. 

I urged adoption of the amendment. I 
think the Senator should be com-
mended for bringing this to our atten-
tion and bringing it to the attention of 
the American people. I think this is an 
option that deserves serious consider-
ation. 

I urge the amendment be adopted. 
Mr. McCAIN. I echo the views of the 

Senator from Georgia; however, we do 
have an objection from our cloakroom. 
So I ask unanimous consent to set the 
Conrad amendment aside so we can get 
whatever that objection is worked out. 
I appreciate the patience of my friend 
from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Hearing none, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator with-
hold that? 

Mr. CONRAD. I will be pleased to 
withhold. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I, at this time, 
engage in a colloquy with Senators 
MCCAIN and NUNN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

F–16’S AND HELICOPTERS 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, very brief-

ly, I was considering offering an 
amendment which would have at-
tempted to remove some of the funds in 
this authorization bill for two F–16’s 
which were not requested by the Air 
Force either in the original budget re-
quest or in the supplemental list re-
quested by the Committee, what we 
sometimes call, wish list of the Air 
Force. These are two F–16’s which ap-
pear in none of the Air Force requests 
to this body, either the formal budget 
or the later so-called wish list. 

It was also my intent to try to re-
move the approximately $120 million 
for conversion kits for the OH–58 heli-
copters, the so-called AHIP’s, which 
also was not requested by the Army ei-
ther in its original budget request or in 
the supplemental wish list which it 
submitted at our request. 

I have been supported in this effort 
by Senator NUNN and Senator MCCAIN. 
What I have decided, and they concur, 
is that I not make the effort to offer 
this amendment on the authorization 
bill but will make any such effort dur-
ing the appropriations process. I think 
they are supportive of this approach. 

I yield to them for any comments 
they might wish to make. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I support 
the Senator on this. I believe we voted 
on this in committee. It was a very 
close vote, as I recall. There is a di-
vided committee on this one. Both in 
the case of the Air Force, where the 
number of F–16’s exceeds the Air Force 
request, not only their request but 
their informal guidance, and in the 
case of the helicopters, where this ex-
ceeds the Army request, I think there 
is serious doubt that this is the highest 
priority for our funding. This probably 
comes under the category ‘‘nice to 
have but not essential.’’ 

I join the Senator in this. I am sure 
I will be supporting his amendment on 
the appropriations bill when it comes 
up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to express my appreciation to the 
Senator from Michigan for significant 
progress in this effort in trying to do 
away with this practice, which has 
been going on so long, of earmarking 
for the Guard and Reserve. I think we 
are making progress in that direction. 
I found it one of the more egregious 
practices that we have engaged in. I 
thank him for his efforts in that area. 

I also agree with him, when we start 
adding on equipment, even though I 
might point out all F–16 training takes 
place in the State of Arizona, without 
justification or request from the De-
partment of Defense, I think we skew 
the process. I know there were requests 
from the Department of Defense for 
procurement of things that we decided 
not to do, not to put into the author-
ization bill. So I do not understand, un-
less we can make a compelling argu-
ment, which we can from time to time, 
that this is not needed or that this 
equipment is needed, that it is not ap-
propriate. I must say I saw no argu-
ment made for these add-ons of the F– 
16’s and helicopters. I agree with Sen-
ator LEVIN. 

Could I just say, overall, also, thanks 
to the efforts of Senator LEVIN and 
Senator NUNN and Senator THURMOND 
and Senator WARNER and others, I 
think we are making progress in reduc-
ing this kind of thing. I hope we can 
continue to make the effort both in the 
authorization and the appropriations 
process. Frankly, what the Senator 
from Michigan has done by putting 
some sunshine on the issue is the best 
way we are going to cure it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan is recognized. 
Mr. LEVIN. Let me close by thank-

ing my good friend from Arizona and 
the Senator from Georgia. Both have 
been active in trying to avoid these 
kind of add-ons. If I could single out in 
this body, particularly the Senator 
from Arizona, he has taken extraor-
dinarily courageous positions in a 

whole host of areas, some of which 
even affect his own State, where the 
Congress has been adding on items 
which just simply cannot be justified 
in terms of the requirements of the 
military. I commend both of them for 
their support. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4422 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4388 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, there is 

pending an amendment by the Senator 
from Wisconsin, Mr. FEINGOLD, amend-
ment No. 4422. We have reached an 
agreement. 

I send an amendment to the desk as 
a substitute for the one presently 
there. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] 
proposes an amendment numbered 4422 to 
amendment No. 4388. 

The amendment is as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following: 
SEC. 223. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF F/A–18E/F 

AIRCRAFT PROGRAM. 
(a) REPORT ON PROGRAM.—Not later than 

March 30, 1997, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report on the F/A–18E/F aircraft pro-
gram. 

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report shall 
contain the following: 

(1) A review of the F/A–18E/F aircraft pro-
gram. 

(2) An analysis and estimate of the produc-
tion costs of the program for the total num-
ber of aircraft realistically expected to be 
procured at each of three annual production 
rates as follows: 

(A) 18 aircraft. 
(B) 24 aircraft. 
(C) 36 aircraft. 
(3) A comparison of the costs and benefits 

of the program with the costs and benefits of 
the F/A–18C/D aircraft program taking into 
account the operational combat effective-
ness of the aircraft. 

(c) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS PENDING 
TRANSMITTAL OF REPORT.—No more than 90% 
of the funds authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act may be obligated or expended for 
the procurement of F/A–18E/F aircraft before 
the date that is 30 days after the date on 
which the congressional defense committees 
receive the report required under sub-
section(a). 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
amendment sent to the desk is in the 
nature of a substitute. It has been ac-
cepted on both sides. I urge its adop-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the sub-
stitute amendment, amendment No. 
4422. 

The amendment (No. 4422) was agreed 
to. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the first-degree amend-
ment, No. 4388, as now amended. 

Mr. WARNER. I urge adoption. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment is agreed to. 
The amendment (No. 4388), as amend-

ed, was agreed to. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to, and I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE 220TH ANNIVERSARY OF OUR 
NATION’S BIRTHDAY 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in earlier 
days of my Senate career, I recall that 
prior to the Independence Day break, 
Senators would comment on that great 
and forthcoming historic day. Seeing 
no Senator who seeks recognition at 
this time, I shall take advantage of the 
opportunity to do a little reminiscing 
in contemplation of the forthcoming 
220th anniversary of our own Nation’s 
birthday. 

In a few days, this fair city will 
throw its annual birthday party. Truly, 
the Independence Day celebration here 
in the Nation’s Capital, is like nowhere 
else in the country. It is larger, louder, 
and features a fireworks display to 
amaze and delight even the most jaded 
of watchers. 

And I think we all have become 
jaded. We have gotten away from the 
old-fashioned patriotism that marked 
our July 4 holidays of yesteryear. In 
the national capital, Independence Day 
really should be a show stopper—a 
sight and sound extravaganza fit for 
TV viewing. 

While not many things are fit for TV 
viewing—I should not say it that way— 
I should say TV viewing is not fit any-
more, except on certain occasions, but 
this is an event that is, indeed, fit for 
TV viewing. 

But, in all honesty, I must admit 
that it is not my cup of tea. No, I pre-
fer to recall a simpler time and smaller 
celebrations back in the hills and hol-
lows, and the rural towns of my native 
West Virginia. 

The high school band would don its 
very best regalia, shine up its buttons 
and march down the dusty small 
streets lined with moms and dads, chil-
dren perched atop shoulders so that 
they could see and point fingers as the 
parade went by. The baton twirlers 
would twirl their batons and step high. 

Young boys and girls would run 
along-side just to be part of the spec-

tacle. Meanwhile, the ice cream cones 
would drip, drip in the sultry heat, 
seemingly keeping time with the 
marchers as they proudly passed by. 

Somewhere nearby, perhaps inside a 
church, cakes, pies, fried chicken, po-
tato salad, cole slaw, baked beans and 
hot barbecue, and a cold Coca-Cola 
awaited all who felt inclined to take 
part in the holiday feast. 

And those were the days, Mr. Presi-
dent, when a Coca-Cola really tasted— 
really tasted—unique, and had an un-
forgettable flavor. Coca-Cola’s today 
do not taste like they did, like a 5-cent 
bottle of Coca-Cola did back in the 
days of my boyhood. 

And in the evening, a fireworks dis-
play, lasting all of 15 minutes, perhaps 
20, and boasting at least three different 
colors in the night sky would captivate 
all who could stand in a nearby field or 
climb the lower branches of a not-too- 
distant tree. 

There was pride and happiness on 
every face, then respectful silence 
when the stars and stripes was hoisted 
high and we all thanked God that we 
were free. 

The stars and stripes fluttering in 
the breeze. There is just nothing like 
it. I contemplate those ancient Fourths 
of July. 

I am confident that in the many 
small towns in my home State and in 
many other States, the Fourth of July 
celebration is still much like those 
that I remember—a joyful, yet 
thoughtful reflection on our blessed 
freedoms. 

And in the midst of all the small- 
town hoopla, in these communities, the 
traditional customs and values which 
have been the fabric of American soci-
ety over these 220 years are still pre-
served and revered. 

In this vast, vast Nation which has 
come to be so dissimilar from one coast 
to another, and with an economy so di-
verse that interests seem always to be 
at war for some kind of advantage, 
nothing is needed more than are re-
minders of our common bonds and tra-
ditions. 

This Nation is an ongoing experiment 
in making one out of many—‘‘e 
pluribus unum,’’ as our coins proclaim. 
Our intricate constitutional system of 
government tries to combine diverse 
ethnic and racial backgrounds, com-
peting economic interests, and dis-
similar geographic areas into some 
semblance of manageable com-
monality, while also attempting to 
guarantee individual freedoms without 
undermining the rule of law. Mean-
while, our all too distracted citizens 
are preoccupied with raising a family, 
earning a living, and coping daily with 
the increasing complexity of ordinary 
life. At times we seem less like a cohe-
sive Nation and more like a collection 
of continually warring tribes. 

Often, especially in this city, there is 
so much political sniping, so much 
game-playing, so much negativity and 
criticism that it seems as if the focus 
is always on what is wrong with Amer-
ica or what is faulty about our system. 

So we all need to stop and con-
template and think and remember on 
that day, the Fourth of July, and pon-
der the miracle of Philadelphia: the re-
public—not the democracy—the Repub-
lic of the United States. 

Anymore it is only on such special 
days that we cease the constant bar-
rage of criticism and together appre-
ciate the sweet air of our freedom. 
Would any of us really choose to live 
elsewhere? I think not. 

On this coming Independence Day, I 
hope we pause and think about the 
things that unite us as a people, rather 
than about the things that seem to di-
vide us. Perhaps also on that day we 
can spend some time with children and 
grandchildren, turn off—turn off—the 
TV sets, turn them off, and hopefully 
leave them off and actually talk with 
one another. Maybe some can even find 
time to go stand on the sidewalk, view 
that small, local parade, the kind they 
have in Kentucky and West Virginia, 
and, just for a moment, be completely 
swept away by the sight of our glorious 
flag as it goes by. 
Hats off! 
Along the street there comes 
A blare of bugles, a ruffle of drums, 
A flash of color beneath the sky: 
Hats off! 
The flag is passing by! 

Blue and crimson and white it shines, 
Over the steel-tipped, ordered lines. 
Hats off! 
The colors before us fly; 
But more than the flag is passing by: 

Sea-fights and land-fights, grim and great, 
Fought to make and to save the State; 
Weary marches, sinking ships; 
Cheers of victory on dying lips: 

Days of plenty and years of peace; 
March of a strong land’s swift increase; 
Equal justice, right and law, 
Stately honor and reverend awe; 

Sign of a nation great and strong 
To ward her people from foreign wrong: 
Pride and glory and honor,-all 
Live in the colors to stand or fall. 

Hats off! 
Along the street there comes 
A blare of bugles, a ruffle of drums; 
And loyal hearts are beating high: 
Hats off! 
The flag is passing by! 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997 

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4420 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
happy to say the objection to the 
Conrad amendment has been removed. 
I had spoken with Senator CONRAD. I do 
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not believe he seeks to return to the 
floor on this issue. If he does, we will 
give him ample time to speak. 

I ask unanimous consent we return 
to the Conrad amendment, and I ask 
that the amendment be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 4420) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. McCAIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote and I move to table the mo-
tion. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I expect 
us to be able to shortly finish up on 
this bill. There are still discussions 
among the leaders on a unanimous con-
sent agreement which we hope we will 
have in a relatively short period of 
time. Senator NUNN will be returning, 
and we will be doing some cleared 
amendments to the bill. We hope that 
will happen shortly. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
that I be permitted to speak 2 minutes 
as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ACCOLADES TO SENATOR BYRD 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I note 
the presence on the floor of Senator 
BYRD. I wanted to say to him yester-
day—I was not on the floor, but I hap-
pened to listen to the comments the 
Senator made with reference to alco-
holism and the problem it presents in 
the United States, and more particu-
larly his concern about the Seagram & 
Sons company violating or breaching 
the pact that had been agreed upon 
years ago that hard liquor would not be 
advertised either on radio or television. 

I wanted to come down then and con-
gratulate the Senator on his remarks 
and indicate that it made me very 
proud to hear a Senator come to the 
floor and speak as the Senator did 
about that issue. That does not mean I 
have to agree with every bit of the sub-
stance of the Senator’s comments, but 
I do want to say that I thought it was 
very courageous on your part, Senator, 
to come to the floor and share those 
views with Americans, and obviously 
with the company that has proposed to 
change this many-year-old agreement, 
voluntary as is. They are not violating 
any law, and you made that clear. 
They are not in breach of any rules or 
regulations of the U.S. Government. 

I thought it was very timely that you 
addressed that issue. I want to once 

again congratulate you on it and indi-
cate that I think those kind of remarks 
are absolutely necessary and they must 
be made by people in positions such as 
ours. Again, I congratulate you on the 
remarks. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the very distinguished Senator, my 
friend from the State of New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAIG). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ELBERT PARR 
TUTTLE, SR. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I rise 
today in tribute to Judge Elbert P. 
Tuttle, Sr., who died in Atlanta this 
week at the age of 98. He was an ex-
traordinary man who served his Nation 
in many important capacities, but 
whose service was best characterized 
by two words: wisdom and courage. 

Judge Tuttle was born on July 17, 
1897, in Pasadena, CA. He lived in Cali-
fornia and Washington, DC, before he 
and his family moved to Hawaii in 1906. 
He graduated from Punahou Academy 
in 1914, and he then attended college at 
Cornell University. Judge Tuttle re-
ceived his bachelor of arts degree in 
1918. Following service in World War I 
as a second lieutenant in the U.S. 
Army Air Corps, he returned to Cornell 
and received his law degree in 1923. 

In 1923, Judge Tuttle moved to At-
lanta and established, along with his 
brother-in-law, William Sutherland, a 
tax practice. With but one notable ex-
ception, he continued this law practice 
for the next 30 years. 

The exception, however, is very nota-
ble. Judge Tuttle resumed his active 
duty military career during World War 
II. He served as commander of the 304th 
Field Artillery, 77th Infantry Division 
and saw action in Guam, Okinawa, 
Leyte, and Ryukyu. He was decorated 
for bravery under fire, and was awarded 
several medals for his actions, includ-
ing the Purple Heart with Oak Leaf 
Cluster and the Bronze Star. After the 
end of World War II, Judge Tuttle rose 
to the rank of brigadier general in the 
U.S. Army Reserve before his retire-
ment. In recognition for his long serv-
ice to our Nation, President Carter 
awarded Judge Tuttle with a Medal of 
Freedom in 1981. 

During his 30 years of private prac-
tice, I believe there are two events 
which demonstrate Judge Tuttle’s 
character and his commitment to pre-
serving the rights of all Americans. 

The first event occurred in 1931. One 
night Judge Tuttle, than a major in 

the Georgia National Guard, received a 
call from the Georgia adjutant general 
about a ‘‘near riot’’ in Elbert County, 
GA. A mob had formed intent on lynch-
ing two black men in custody for alleg-
edly raping a white woman. Through 
the use of tear gas, the threat of ma-
chine guns, and the deployment of 
Georgia National Guardsmen with 
bayonets drawn, Major Tuttle was able 
to escort safely the two prisoners away 
from the scene and defuse the situa-
tion—all without serious injury to any-
one involved. 

Judge Tuttle later represented one of 
the prisoners on appeal in a case before 
the Supreme Court. He successfully ar-
gued that the defendants were denied 
due process since they had been con-
victed by a jury unfairly influenced by 
a mob. Although the defendants later 
lost on retrial, Judge Tuttle’s efforts 
established an important foundation 
for the rights of blacks in our courts. 

The second action concerned a case 
involving a marine accused of counter-
feiting. Judge Tuttle filed an appeal 
that resulted in the Supreme Court rul-
ing that an indigent accused of a Fed-
eral felony is entitled to legal rep-
resentation. More than a quarter cen-
tury later, Supreme Court rulings af-
firmed these same rights to defendants 
in State courts. 

Mr. President, by this time, Judge 
Tuttle’s career was a storied one. He 
had helped found a law firm, which is 
now one of the most prestigious in the 
country. His actions in the courtroom 
reaffirmed precious constitutional no-
tions of due process and equal protec-
tion. He was a devoted husband, father 
and community leader. Even to the dis-
may of some of my Democratic fore-
fathers, he found time to breathe new 
life into the two party system in Geor-
gia. 

However, these accomplishments 
were just the beginning of his career. 
In 1953, Judge Tuttle was selected by 
President Eisenhower as the general 
counsel for the Department of the 
Treasury. In 1954, President Eisen-
hower appointed Elbert Tuttle to the 
Fifth Circuit U.S. Court of Appeals. 
The ‘‘historic Fifth’’ then had jurisdic-
tion over the Federal courts in Florida, 
Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, Lou-
isiana, Texas, and the Panama Canal 
Zone. Judge Tuttle became chief jus-
tice of this court in 1961, a position he 
held until 1967 when at age 70 he was 
required to take senior status. Judge 
Tuttle continued his active work for 
the court almost another 30 years. 

It was on this bench that Judge 
Tuttle left his mark throughout the 
modern South. During his tenure, the 
court was itself at the forefront of the 
civil rights movement. Under his lead-
ership as chief justice, Judge Tuttle’s 
decisions and opinions had a signifi-
cant impact on ending racial discrimi-
nation in voting, jury selection, equal 
access to public facilities and edu-
cation. He issued decisions that re-
sulted in the desegregation of Southern 
universities and the improvement of 
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education at all levels in the South. 
The ‘‘Tuttle court’’ was in many ways 
a beacon to the various State and Fed-
eral courts involved in decisions effect-
ing civil and individual rights. 

In a commencement address at 
Emory University, Judge Tuttle noted: 

* * * Like love, talent is only useful in its 
expenditure, and it is never exhausted. Cer-
tain it is that man must eat; so set what you 
must on your service. But never confuse the 
performance, which is great, with the com-
pensation, be it money, power, or fame, 
which is trivial. 

The job is there, you will see it, and your 
strength is such, as you graduate from 
Emory, that you need not consider what the 
task will cost you. It is not enough that you 
do your duty. The richness of life lies in the 
performance which is above and beyond the 
call of duty. 

Mr. President, I, and the many others 
whose lives he touched, know that 
Judge Tuttle answered and exceeded 
the frequent calls of duty. He led a rich 
life, and his impact on our lives will 
continue through the wisdom of his ju-
dicial decisions and opinions, as well as 
through the lives of his children, El-
bert and Jane, his nine grandchildren, 
and his nine great grandchildren. 

His life, as the Atlanta Constitution 
once noted, was ‘‘a life devoted to jus-
tice.’’ 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997 

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4423 

(Purpose: To increase by $17,000,000 the 
amount authorized to be appropriated for 
Defense-wide activities for research, devel-
opment, test, and evaluation in order to 
provide an additional $17,000,000 for 
Holloman Rocket Sled Test Track Upgrade 
program under the Central Test and Eval-
uation Investment Program) 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, on be-
half of Senator DOMENICI, I offer an 
amendment that authorizes an addi-
tional $17 million in the Central Test 
and Evaluation Investment Program 
for the Holloman Sled Track Upgrade 
Program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. DOMENICI, proposes an amendment 
numbered 4423. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In section 201(4), strike out ‘‘$9,662,542,000’’ 

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$9,679,542,000’’. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer an amendment to au-
thorize $17.5 million for the construc-
tion of Holloman high speed test track 
upgrade. The Holloman high-speed test 
track at HAFB is the premier high- 
speed ground-test facility in the world. 
Rocket motors propel sleds down a 10- 
mile track at velocities of up to March 
6. High-speed ground testing is used for 
a wide variety of development and 
qualifying testing. It is both highly 
cost effective in supporting flight test-
ing and is capable of accomplishing 

tests, such as lethality impact test, 
that cannot be performed by other 
means. 

The HAFB test track has been des-
ignated as the ground test facility for 
theater missile defense [TMD] testing. 
Realistic testing for this mission re-
quires velocities in the Mach 9 range. 

Development of top priority TMD 
interceptors without validation of 
their lethality results in a major tech-
nical risk that the United States would 
field defensive systems which are inef-
fective against chemical, biological, 
and radiological weapons. To reach the 
required impact velocities, new meth-
odologies have had to be conceived 
which would remove the barrier to 
higher velocities, and provide more 
flight-like environment. 

Limited maximum speed, excessive 
vibrations, and unreliability at very 
high speeds are the current limitations 
of the HAFB high-speed test track. 
Currently, a slipper fits over the rail 
and effectively holds the sled onto the 
rail as it is pushed by the rocket mo-
tors. The slipper/rail interaction is a 
major source of the limitations. 

A feasibility study which was con-
cluded by the Air Force and completed 
in 1993, concluded that magnetically 
levitated hypersonic vehicles were fea-
sible and relatively economical. Speeds 
of Mach 9 are achievable using current 
rocket motors, and because the 
levitated sled does not touch the guide-
way, the induced vibration and gen-
erated heat is eliminated, providing a 
near flight environment. 

Although this project is primarily 
committed to lethality testing, the 
system, once installed, lends itself to a 
multitude of other technology develop-
ments. The upgraded system will have 
an unsurpassed capability to support a 
wide variety of other military and ci-
vilian programs, such as: Electro-
magnetic launch of highly reusable 
space vehicles; testing of advanced pro-
pulsion systems; rocket motors; and 
development testing of transatmos- 
pheric propulsion motors. 

Currently, SCRAMJETS cannot be 
suitably tested because of windtunnel 
limitations, which preclude the study 
of the combustion process. The upgrade 
track should allow engineers and sci-
entists to establish an environment to 
study advanced propulsion systems 
which are being considered for high al-
titude and space vehicles. 

The Federal Railroad Administration 
has signed a MOU regarding study of 
the use of the upgrade track hardware 
and facilities. Such use might include 
the following types of tests for com-
mercial magnetically levitated items: 
Magnetic levitation and propulsion; 
magnetic design, including cryogenics 
and helium management; vehicle con-
trol and suspension systems; and pas-
senger ride quality. 

Mr. President, the upgrade of the 
Holloman high speed test track will 
prove to be vital asset within the DOD 
test community. I understand that my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle 

have agreed to accept the amendment. 
I appreciate their support, I ask for 
adoption of the amendment, and I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. McCAIN. I believe this amend-
ment has been cleared by the other 
side. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge the 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4423) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. McCAIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to table the mo-
tion. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4424 
(Purpose: To authorize a land conveyance at 

Pine Bluff Arsenal, Arkansas) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf 

of Senator BUMPERS and Senator 
PRYOR, I offer an amendment author-
izing the Secretary of the Army to con-
vey 1,500 acres at Pine Bluff Arsenal to 
the economic development alliance of 
Jefferson County, AR. I believe this 
has been cleared on both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] for 

Mr. BUMPERS, for himself, and Mr. PRYOR 
proposes an amendment numbered 4424. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle C of title XXVIII, 

add the following: 
SEC. 2828. LAND CONVEYANCE, PINE BLUFF AR-

SENAL, ARKANSAS. 
(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-

retary of the Army may convey, without 
consideration, to the Economic Development 
Alliance of Jefferson County, Arkansas (in 
this section referred to as the ‘‘Alliance’’), 
all right, title, and interest of the United 
States in and to a parcel of real property, to-
gether with any improvements thereon, con-
sisting of approximately 1,500 acres and com-
prising a portion of the Pine Bluff Arsenal, 
Arkansas. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO CONVEY-
ANCE.—The Secretary may not carry out the 
conveyance of property authorized under 
subsection (a) until— 

(1) the completion by the Secretary of any 
environmental restoration and remediation 
that is required with the respect to the prop-
erty under applicable law; 

(2) the Secretary secures all permits re-
quired under applicable law regarding the 
conduct of the proposed chemical demili-
tarization mission at the arsenal; and 

(3) the Secretary of Defense submits to the 
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate 
and the Committee on National Security of 
the House of Representatives a certification 
that the conveyance will not adversely affect 
the ability of the Department of Defense to 
conduct that chemical demilitarization mis-
sion. 

(c) CONDITIONS OF CONVEYANCE.—The con-
veyance authorized under subsection (a) 
shall be subject to the following conditions: 

(1) That the Alliance agree not to carry 
out any activities on the property to be con-
veyed that interfere with the construction, 
operation,and decommissioning of the chem-
ical demilitarization facility to be con-
structed at Pine Bluff Arsenal. If the Alli-
ance fails to comply with its agreement in 
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(1) the property conveyed under this section 
all rights, title and interest in and to the 
property shall revert to the United States 
and the United States shall have immediate 
right of entry thereon. 

(2) That the property be used during the 25- 
year period beginning on the date of the con-
veyance only as the site of the facility 
known as the ‘‘Bioplex’’, and for activities 
related thereto. 

(d) COST OF CONVEYANCE.—The Alliance 
shall be responsible for any costs of the 
Army associated with the conveyance of 
property under this section, including ad-
ministrative costs, the costs of an environ-
mental baseline survey with respect to the 
property, and the cost of any protection 
services required by the Secretary in order 
to secure operations of the chemical demili-
tarization facility from activities on the 
property after the conveyance. 

(e) REVERSIONARY INTERESTS—If the Sec-
retary determines at any time during the 25- 
year period referred to in subsection (c)(2) 
that the property conveyed under this sec-
tion is not being used in accordance with 
that subsection, all right, title, and interest 
in and to the property shall revert to the 
United States and the United States shall 
have immediate right of entry thereon. 

(f) SALE OF PROPERTY BY ALLIANCE.—If at 
any time during the 25-year period referred 
to in subsection (c)(2) the Alliance sells all 
or a portion of the property conveyed under 
this section, the Alliance shall pay the 
United States an amount equal to the lesser 
of— 

(1) the amount of the sale of the property 
sold; or 

(2) the fair market value of the property 
sold at the time of the sale, excluding the 
value of any improvements to the property 
sold that have been made by the Alliance. 

(g) DESCRIPTION OR PROPERTY.—The exact 
acreage and legal description of the property 
conveyed under this section shall be deter-
mined by a survey satisfactory to the Sec-
retary. The cost of the survey shall borne by 
the Alliance. 

(h) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 
The Secretary may require such additional 
terms and conditions in connection with con-
veyance under this section as the Secretary 
considers appropriate to protect the inter-
ests of the United States. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared. I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4424) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to table the mo-
tion. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4425 
(Purpose: To provide funds for research and 

development regarding a surgical strike 
vehicle for defeating hardened and deeply 
buried targets) 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator KYL and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. KYL, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4425. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle B of title II, add the 

following: 
SEC. 223. SURGICAL STRIKE VEHICLE FOR USE 

AGAINST HARDENED AND DEEPLY 
BURIED TARGETS. 

Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by section 201(4) for 
counterproliferation support program, 
$3,000,000 shall be made available to the Air 
Combat Command for research and develop-
ment into the near-term development of a 
capability to defeat hardened and deeply 
mined targets; including tunnels and deeply 
buried facilities for the production and stor-
age of chemical, biological, and nuclear 
weapons and their delivery systems. 

(1) nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as precluding the application of the 
requirements of the Competition in Con-
tracting Act. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, it is my 
pleasure to offer an amendment to 
make $3 million available from the 
$168.7 million in the 
Counterproliferation Support Program 
for the Surgical Strike Vehicle [SSV], 
which, when deployed, will hold at risk 
hardened or deeply buried targets of 
our enemies. As recent press reports in-
dicate, the proliferation of hardened 
and deeply buried targets for storage 
and production of chemical, biological, 
or nuclear weapons and their delivery 
systems is a serious threat to U.S. na-
tional security and that of our allies. 
The lack of a weapon that can hold 
these targets at risk has not gone un-
noticed by rogue nations interested in 
proceeding with their weapons of mass 
destruction programs in relative im-
munity from likely—that is, non-
nuclear—U.S. military responses. 

Few nonnuclear weapon concepts 
offer near-term capabilities against 
these underground facilities, however 
one Air Force concept, the Surgical 
Strike Vehicle, offers an interim solu-
tion with unprecedented deep penetra-
tion capability at significant standoff 
range. 

SSV integrates existing technologies 
and subsystems to produce a near-term 
solution against hardened and deeply 
buried targets. SSV is a B–52H 
launched, rocket propelled missile sys-
tems utilizing global positioning sys-
tem-based guidance for prompt, pre-
cise, and hypervelocity impact of hard-
ened and buried targets. 

SSV builds on the very successful 
USAF/Phillips Laboratory Missile 
Technology Demonstration–1 mission, 
which demonstrated the tightly cou-
pled GPS navigation accuracy and suc-
cessful penetration of weather granite 
at the White Sands missile range, New 
Mexico. In this August 1995 test, a sim-
ulated subscale Earth penetrating war-
head was precisely delivered on target 
at extremely high velocity, resulting in 
a successful penetration of 31 feet of 
granite. Much higher penetration 
depths are possible with full-scale 
penetrators and higher impact veloci-
ties, which the current system is capa-
ble of delivering. 

SSV is particularly suited to the 
high-value hardened and deeply buried 
target problem because it offers the 

following attributes: global coverage 
from CONUS, promptness—10 minutes 
from missile launch to impact—signifi-
cant standoff range—launch over inter-
national waters against likely tar-
gets—Precision Lethality, >1,800 
pounds of penetrating warheads at op-
timal peneteration velocity delivers a 
conventional high explosive, incen-
diary, or other warhead into any 
known cut-and-cover target and many 
tunnel targets; low probability of de-
tection prior to impact for likely ad-
versaries; immunity to air defenses or 
active countermeasures, jamming; and 
relative affordability. 

I am pleased to support the SSV pro-
gram and hope the Senate will agree 
that this program is meritorious. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge ap-
proval of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4425) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4426 
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of the 

Navy to establish a National Coastal Data 
Center on each coast of the continental 
United States) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator PELL and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. PELL, proposes an amendment numbered 
4426. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 54, between lines 22 and 23, insert 

the following: 
‘‘(c) NATIONAL COASTAL DATA CENTER.—(1) 

The Secretary of the Navy shall establish a 
National Coastal Data Center at each of two 
educational institutions that are either well- 
established oceanographic institutes or grad-
uate schools of oceanography. The Secretary 
shall select for the center one institution lo-
cated at or near the east coast of the conti-
nental United States and one institution lo-
cated at or near the west coast of the conti-
nental United States. 

‘‘(2) The purpose of the center is to collect, 
maintain, and make available for research 
and educational purposes information on 
coastal oceanographic phenomena. 

‘‘(3) The Secretary shall complete the es-
tablishment of the National Coastal Data 
Center not later than one year after the date 
of the enactment of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, my under-
standing is that this has been cleared. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment has been cleared. I urge its 
adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4426) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 
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The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4427 

(Purpose: To authorize $20,000,000 to be ap-
propriated for the DARPA Optoelectronic 
Centers) 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator DOMENICI and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. DOMENICI, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4427. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In section 201(4), strike out ‘‘9,662,542,000’’ 

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$9,682,542,000’’. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 

amendment authorizes $20 million for 
the DARPA sponsored Optoelectronics 
Centers. Optoelectronics is widely rec-
ognized as a critical enabling tech-
nology for many information-age de-
fense, aerospace, and commercial appli-
cations. It is the cornerstone for bat-
tlefield sensing [ultraviolet to infrared 
and rf], for image and signal proc-
essing, for high-speed communications, 
for input-output devices such as dis-
plays and cameras, and for optical stor-
age. The development of 
manufacturable, reliable, cost-effective 
optoelectronic technology for these ap-
plications is essential to national de-
fense as well as to our national com-
petitiveness. This will require the chal-
lenging fusion of technological ad-
vances in electronic and photonic tech-
nologies, and the coordinated effort of 
our national resources from academia, 
industry, and the Government. 

Over the initial 5 years of their exist-
ence, under the effective management 
of DARPA, the University 
Optoelectronics Centers have come a 
long way toward filling their role as a 
major resource for future U.S. defense 
needs. As the U.S. industry is steadily 
decreasing its investment in research, 
these Centers have become an integral 
part of the U.S. research and develop-
ment effort, and are a major source of 
R&D personnel for the U.S. Govern-
ment and the optoelectronics industry. 

The Centers’ value as a resource is 
derived in large part from the variety 
of subdisciplines that they accommo-
date, enabling a synergy that would 
not be available to an individual re-
searcher or a smaller research group. 
Through exposure to the defense com-
munity and industry, the Centers are 
also in a position to provide future en-
gineers that can enter the work force 
seamlessly. The Centers are therefore a 
primary source of engineering man-
power, an important, complimentary 
avenue for technology exchange. 

There are many examples of clear 
links to product development and on- 
going interactions, as a measure of the 
contributions of the DARPA-funded 
Centers. 

At the Center for Optoelectronics 
Science and Technology [COST] the 
emphasis is toward optical communica-

tions networks on a scale ranging from 
local area networks to the global grid. 
The COST Research Program includes 
three thrusts-optoelectronic systems 
[e.g., parallel optical links], laser and 
modulator technology [e.g., In AIP- 
InGap quantum well devices], and opti-
cal receiver technology [including 
MESFET and HBT receivers]. 

At the National Center for integrated 
Photonic Technology [NCIPT] the 
focus is on the Optically-Controlled 
Phased Array Antennas [OCPAA] 
project in which significant impact 
could be made on the general applica-
tion of photonics to microwave sys-
tems. The Center added a second focus 
area in optoelectronic integration with 
significant effort in the Optochip 
project, explained below. The Center 
also has devoted resources toward 
interconnects, including work on low- 
skew ribbon cable. 

At the Optoelectronic Materials Cen-
ter [OMC], the major focus has been on 
diode-based visible sources, 
optoelectronic tools for intelligent 
manufacturing, and optoelectronic in-
formation networks. The work on visi-
ble diode sources is aimed at the real-
ization of compact visible light sources 
based on GaN light emitting diodes and 
diode lasers, second harmonic genera-
tion of diode lasers, and up-conversion 
fiber lasers. 

The work in optolectronic tools aims 
primarily at the development of 
optoelectronic sensors for the silocon 
manufacturing industry, including ap-
plications in interferometric lithog-
raphy, spectroscopic analysis of trace 
impurities, and the control of tempera-
ture during thermal processing steps. 
The Center’s work in information net-
work concentrates on the establish-
ment of a test bed to evaluate wide 
bandwidth optical interconnects— 
based both on fiber and free-space tech-
nology. 

At the Optoelectronic Technology 
Center [OTC] the main focus is on com-
puter interconnects [including guided 
wave and free space technologies], and 
high-performance networks [including 
time domain, subcarrier, and wave-
length-division multiplexing]. 

Mr. President, these Centers have 
been a valuable tool to the Department 
of Defense and my amendment will 
allow them to continue this vital work. 
I understand my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle have agreed to accept 
my amendment. I appreciate their sup-
port, ask for adoption of the amend-
ment, and I yield the floor . 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I believe 
this has been cleared by the other side. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, it has been 
cleared. I urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4427) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4428 
(Purpose: To prohibit the distribution of in-

formation relating to explosive materials 
for a criminal purpose) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator FEINSTEIN and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN, for herself, and Mr. BIDEN, 
proposes an amendment numbered 4428. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF 

INFORMATION RELATING TO EXPLO-
SIVE MATERIALS FOR A CRIMINAL 
PURPOSE. 

(a) UNLAWFUL CONDUCT.—Section 842 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(l) It shall be unlawful for any person to 
teach or demonstrate the making of explo-
sive materials, or to distribute by any means 
information pertaining to, in whole or in 
part, the manufacture of explosive mate-
rials, if the person intends or knows, that 
such explosive materials or information will 
be used for, or in furtherance of, an activity 
that constitutes a Federal criminal offense 
or a criminal purpose affecting interstate 
commerce.’’. 

(b) PENALTY.—Section 844(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(a) Any person’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘(a)(1) Any person’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) Any person who violates subsection (l) 

of section 842 of this chapter shall be fined 
under this title, imprisoned not more than 20 
years, or both.’’. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to propose an amendment, which is 
co-sponsored by by Senator BIDEN, to 
prohibit teaching bomb-making for 
criminal purposes. 

First, I want to express my sincere 
appreciation to the managers of this 
bill, Senators THURMOND and NUNN, and 
to the distinguished chairman and 
ranking member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, Senators HATCH and BIDEN, for 
their cooperation in accepting this im-
portant amendment. 

My amendment prohibits the teach-
ing of how to make a bomb if a person 
intends or knows that the bomb will be 
used for a criminal purpose. Addition-
ally, the amendment prohibits the dis-
tribution of information on how to 
make a bomb if a person intends or 
knows that the information will be 
used for a criminal purpose. 

The penalty for violation of this law 
would be a maximum of 20 years in 
prison, a fine of $250,000, or both. 

As my colleagues will recall, this 
amendment was accepted in the Senate 
as part of the anti-terrorism bill last 
summer. Regrettably, the House 
dropped it from their bill, and it was 
not restored in conference. 

I vowed then, on the floor of the Sen-
ate, to continue this fight, and attach 
this amendment to the next appro-
priate legislative vehicle. Today, that 
time has come. 
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Unfortunately, while Congress was 

failing to act, the need for this law has, 
tragically, continued to grow dramati-
cally. 

Just yesterday, while I was working 
to add this amendment to this bill, the 
Los Angeles Times ran a story, ‘‘Inter-
net Cited for Surge in Bomb Reports,’’ 
which demonstrated this need. I ask 
unanimous consent that this article be 
printed in the RECORD following my re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. The Times detailed 

the recent alarming rise in 
bombmaking incidents in my State of 
California: reports of possible explo-
sives to the Los Angeles Sheriff’s De-
partment have more than doubled in 
the last 2 months; responses by the Los 
Angeles Police Department to reports 
of suspected bombs shot up more than 
35 percent from 1994 to 1995; the LAPD 
found 41 explosives in 1995, more than 
double the number 3 years earlier; and 
the Sheriff’s Department discovered 69 
bombs last year. 

What is especially troubling is that it 
appears that an increasing number of 
these incidents involve children, who 
are getting instructions for making 
these explosives from the Internet: 

Four teenagers were arrested last 
week for a rash of pipe bombings in 
Rancho Palos Verdes in May and June 
which destroyed four mailboxes, a 
guard shack, and a car. 

In Orange County, police say teen-
agers may have used the Internet to 
help construct acid-filled bottle bombs 
in Mission Viejo and Huntington 
Beach, one of which burned a 5-year-old 
boy when he found it on a school play-
ground. 

Two-months ago, the Orange County 
Register reported that a North Caro-
lina teenager who posted ‘‘The Anar-
chist Cookbook’’ on his World Wide 
Web page was told by a Dutch girl that 
she had used the recipes to blow up a 
neighbor’s car. 

All Senators and Representatives 
should be concerned about this, for 
these incidents are occurring across 
the country. Wherever there is a com-
puter and a phone line, this danger is 
present. 

In February, in upstate New York, 
three 13-year-old boys were charged 
with plotting to set off a homemade 
bomb in their junior high school, using 
bomb-making plans which they had 
gotten off of the Internet. 

Yesterday’s Los Angeles Times arti-
cle reported that computer-generated 
guides proved a common link in bombs 
built recently by teenagers from the 
streets of Philadelphia and Houston to 
rural Kansas and upstate New York. 

These incidents aren’t just limited to 
dangerous teenage pranks either. One 
of the 1993 World Trade Center bombers 
was arrested with manuals in hand. 

My amendment gives law enforce-
ment another tool in the war against 
terrorism—to combat the flow of infor-

mation that is used to teach terrorist 
and other criminals how to build 
bombs. 

This information is not something 
that one would use for a legitimate 
purpose or information that can be 
found in a chemistry textbook on the 
back shelf of a university library. 

What my amendment targets is de-
tailed information that is made avail-
able to any would-be criminal or ter-
rorist, with the intended purpose of 
teaching someone how to blow things 
up in the commission of a serious and 
violent crime—to kill, injure, or de-
stroy property. 

In researching this issue, I came to 
find that specific and detailed informa-
tion on how to make a bomb is distrib-
uted far too widely. It’s available on 
the Internet, in books, in magazines, 
and by mail order. According to ter-
rorism expert Neil Livingston, there 
are more than 1,600 so-called mayhem 
manuals—books with titles like ‘‘The 
Anarchist Cookbook,’’ ‘‘The New Im-
proved Poor Man’s James Bond,’’ ‘‘How 
To Kill’’, and ‘‘Exotic and Covert 
Weapons’’. 

Let me provide some examples of the 
type of information I am talking 
about: 

The ‘‘Terrorist’s Handbook’’ is avail-
able by mail order and on the Internet. 
Just recently, my staff downloaded a 
copy of it from the Internet; Mr. Presi-
dent, you could do the same thing 
today. 

The ‘‘Terrorist’s Handbook’’ begins 
by saying: 

‘‘Whether you are planning to blow up the 
World Trade Center, or merely explode a few 
small devices on the White House lawn, the 
‘‘Terrorist’s Handbook’’ is an invaluable 
guide to having a good time. Where else can 
you get such wonderful ideas about how to 
use up all that extra ammonium triiodide 
left over from last year’s revolution. 

The Handbook goes on to give step- 
by-step instructions on what to do: 

Acquiring chemicals: ‘‘The best place to 
steal chemicals is a college. Many state 
schools have all of their chemicals out on 
the shelves in the labs, and more in their 
chemical stockrooms. Evening is the best 
time to enter a lab building, as there are the 
least number of people in the building. . .. Of 
course, if none of these methods are success-
ful, there is always section 2.11 [Techniques 
for Picking Locks].’’ 

It then tells the reader how to pick a 
lock. 

The Handbook lists various explosive 
recipes using black powders, 
nitroglycerine, dynamite, TNT, and 
ammonium nitrate. And, it provides 
explicit instructions for making pipe 
bombs, book bombs, light bulb bombs, 
glass container bombs, and phone 
bombs, just to name a few. 

Phone bomb: ‘‘The phone bomb is an explo-
sive device that has been used in the past to 
kill or injure a specific individual. The basic 
idea is simple: when the person answers the 
phone, the bomb explodes. . .. It is highly 
probable that the phone will be by his/her 
ear when the devise explodes.’’ 

Light Bulb bombs: ‘‘An automatic reaction 
to walking into a dark room is to turn on the 
light. This can be fatal, if a lightbulb bomb 

has been placed in the overhead light socket. 
A lightbulb bomb is surprisingly easy to 
make. It also comes with its own initiator 
and electric ignition system.’’ 

Yet another handbook contains de-
tailed schemes and diagrams for a 
zippered suitcase booby trap, and a 
shower head booby trap, triggered by 
the pressure of turning on the water. 

One of the more appalling descrip-
tions of bomb making involves baby 
food bombs. The following information 
was taken from the Bullet’N Board 
computer bulletin board off the Inter-
net: 

Babyfood Bombs: ‘‘These simple, powerful 
bombs are not very well know even though 
all the material can be easily obtained by 
anyone (including minors). These things are 
so f—-ing powerful that they can destroy a 
car. . .. Here’s how they work. 

‘‘Go to the Sports Authority or Hermans 
sport shop and buy shotgun shells. At the 
Sports Authority that I go to you can actu-
ally buy shotgun shells without a parent or 
adult. They don’t keep it behind the little 
glass counter or anything like that. It is 
$2.96 for 25 shells.’’ 

The computer bulletin board posting 
then provides instructions on how to 
assemble and detonate the bomb. It 
concludes with, ‘‘If the explosion 
doesn’t get’em then the glass will. If 
the glass doesn’t get’em then the nails 
will.’’ Here are some more examples of 
individual postings from the Internet: 

‘‘Are you interested in receiving informa-
tion detailing the components and materials 
needed to construct a bomb identical to the 
one used in Oklahoma? The information spe-
cifically details the construction, deploy-
ment and detonation of high powered explo-
sives. It also includes complete details of the 
bomb used in Oklahoma City, and how it was 
used and could have been better.’’—posted 
April 23, 1995. 

‘‘I want to make bombs and kill evil zion-
ist people in the government. Teach me. . .. 
Give me text files!. . .. Feed my wisdom, Oh 
great one.’’—posted April 25, 1995. 

The foreword to the book ‘‘Death by 
Deception: Advanced Improvised Booby 
Traps’’ states: 

Terrorist IEDs [improvised explosive de-
vices] come in many shapes and forms, but 
these bombs, mines, and booby traps all have 
one thing in common: they will cripple or 
kill you if you happen to be in the wrong 
place at the wrong time. 

In this sequel to his best-selling book 
‘‘Deathtrap’’, Jo Jo Gonzales reveals more 
improvised booby-trap designs. Discover how 
these death-dealing devices can be con-
structed from such outwardly innocuous ob-
jects as computer modems, hand-held radios, 
toilet-paper dispensers, shower heads, talk-
ing teddy bears, and traffic cones. Detailed 
instructions, schematic diagrams, and typ-
ical deployment techniques for dozens of 
such contraptions are provided. 

Other titles of books that teach peo-
ple how to make bombs include: ‘‘Guer-
rilla’s Arsenal: Advanced Techniques 
for Making Explosives and Time-Delay 
Bombs’’; and ‘‘The Advanced Anarchist 
Arsenal: Recipes for Improvised Incen-
diaries and Explosives.’’ 

Enough is enough. Common sense 
should tell us that the First Amend-
ment does not give someone the right 
to teach someone how to kill other 
people. 
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The right to free speech in the First 

Amendment is not absolute. There are 
several well known exceptions to the 
First Amendment which limit free 
speech. These include: obscenity; child 
pornography; clear and present dan-
gers; commercial speech; defamation; 
speech harmful to children; time, place 
and manner restrictions; incidental re-
strictions; and radio and television 
broadcasting. 

I do not for one minute believe that 
the Framers of the Constitution meant 
for the First Amendment to be used to 
directly aid the teaching of how to in-
jure and kill. 

In today’s day and age when violent 
crimes, bombings, and terrorist at-
tacks are becoming too frequent, and 
when technology allows for the dis-
tribution of bomb making material 
over computers to millions of people 
across the country in a matter of sec-
onds, some restrictions on speech are 
appropriate. Specifically, I believe that 
restricting the availability of bomb 
making information, if there is intent 
or knowledge that the information will 
be used for a criminal purpose, is both 
appropriate and required in today’s day 
and age. 

My amendment is an important, bal-
anced measure to confront the prob-
lems presented by today’s rapid growth 
in technology, and I am extremely 
gratified by its adoption today. 

I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

[From the Los Angeles Times, June 27, 1996] 
INTERNET CITED FOR SURGE IN BOMB REPORTS 
COMPUTERS: POLICE AND SHERIFF’S OFFICIALS 

SAY WEB SITES PROVIDE YOUNGSTERS WITH 
INFORMATION ON MAKING EXPLOSIVES 

(By Eric Lichtblau and Jim Newton) 
Los Angeles explosives experts have seen 

an alarming rise in bomb calls over the last 
several months, and they think they know 
the main culprits: youngsters on the Inter-
net who are learning to make bombs by scan-
ning computer sites with ominous names 
like ‘‘the Anarchists Cookbook’’ and ‘‘Bombs 
and Stuff!’’ 

Reports of possible explosives to the Los 
Angeles Sheriff’s Department have more 
than doubled in the last two months. More 
troubling, the percentage of suspicious de-
vices that turn out to be real explosives—es-
pecially homemade pipe bombs—has grown 
even more drastically. 

The Los Angeles Police Department has 
noted a similar rise in bomb reports, reflect-
ing a nationwide trend that experts blame on 
newfound computer access to explosives rec-
ipes. 

‘‘A lot of the [cases], we’re finding out, are 
kids getting the information off the Inter-
net,’’ said Lt. Tom Spencer, who heads the 
sheriff’s arson/explosives detail. ‘‘We’re very 
worried, to be honest . . . It’s frightening.’’ 

Sheriff’s officials believe that information 
from the Internet was used in a rash of pipe 
bombings in Rancho Palos Verdes in May 
and June that destroyed four mailboxes, a 
guard shack and a car. Four teenagers were 
arrested last week in the explosions. 

In Orange County, meanwhile, police said 
the Internet may have aided vandals in 
building acid-filled bottle bombs in Mission 
Viejo and Huntington Beach. A 5-year-old 
boy was burned by one of the bombs on a 
school playground in an April attack that 
led to the arrests of four teenagers. 

And nationwide, computer-generated 
guides proved a common link in bombs built 
recently by teenagers around the country, 
from the streets of Philadelphia and Houston 
to rural enclaves of Kansas and upstate New 
York. 

Some bookstores and libraries have long 
provided printed information on homemade 
bombs—one such manual was found this 
week in Torrance after a 23-year-old man al-
legedly blew out three windows at his par-
ents’ home with a 10-inch-long pipe bomb. 
But the Computer Age has cast the explo-
sives’ net far wider, experts say. 

LAPD spokesman Cmdr. Tim McBride said: 
‘‘There is a lot of verbiage on the Internet, 
where people are becoming * * * more aware 
of what it takes to put a bomb together.’’ 

Indeed, a quick scan of computer sites re-
veals wide access to site offering enlighten-
ment on a wide range of bombs, some cast in 
a serious, academic tone, others in an ag-
gressive or even hostile bent. ‘‘Don’t be a 
wimp. Do it NOW!!!’’ urges a file on ‘‘making 
and owning an H-bomb.’’ 

One popular site, the Anarchists Cook-
book, lists no fewer than 19 chapters related 
to explosives, from ‘‘Making Plastic Explo-
sives From Bleach’’ to a ‘‘Home-Brew Blast 
Cannon’’ and ‘‘A Different Kind of Molitov 
[sic] Cocktail.’’ 

USC terrorism expert Richard Hrair 
Dekmejian believes that users of such tech-
nology are often troubled youths who, with-
out intervention, could become involved in 
more serious violence along the lines of the 
Oklahoma City, World Trade Center or 
Unabomber attacks. 

The Internet’s bomb-making intrigue of-
fers an outlet for troubled youths who are 
‘‘bored and alienated,’’ he said in an inter-
view. ‘‘This is very, very serious. This is a 
new epidemic, and I see the problem getting 
worse,’’ Dekmejian said. 

The numbers in Los Angeles seem to prove 
him right. 

Both the LAPD and the Sheriff’s Depart-
ment—the main agencies that handle bomb-
ings in the area—have seen marked increases 
in the last several years in reports of sus-
picious devices. Last year, responses at each 
department shop up more than 35% over 1994, 
reaching 972 calls to the LAPD and 595 to the 
Sheriff’s Department. Each report of a sus-
pected bomb automatically triggers a re-
sponse by a bomb squad. 

The rise has been even more drastic at the 
Sheriff’s Department in the last two months. 
The bomb detail, which had been averaging 
about 30 calls a month, handled 68 assign-
ments in April and 62 in May. 

LAPD officials attribute the rise in part to 
the public’s increased awareness and sensi-
tivity to the threat posed by bombs, espe-
cially after terrorist bombings in Beirut, 
New York City and Oklahoma City, among 
other attacks. 

For that reason, an abandoned briefcase 
may be more likely to generate a call to po-
lice today than it was a few years ago. But 
the trend goes beyond public alertness, offi-
cials say, and the number of actual explo-
sives discovered has gone up significantly as 
well. 

The LAPD found 41 explosives in 1995, more 
than double the number three years earlier. 
And the sheriff’s discovery of explosives rose 
about 10% over that same period, to 69 
bombs. The rise was particularly sharp in 
1995 at the Sheriff’s Department, with the 
number of bombs 50% higher than in the pre-
vious year. 

The Sheriff’s Department and its 26 bomb 
technicians recently began using a new 41⁄2- 
inch-high robot to ferret out possible explo-
sives. Much smaller than its predecessors, it 
can be used to roam under trucks or through 
theater aisles to inspect suspicious items. 

But technology can be a double-edged 
sword, and Spencer says his people remain 
hamstrung as long as the Internet provides 
free recipes for disaster. 

‘‘We can’t do anything because there’s a 
freedom of speech mandate that says people 
can put on the Internet what they want, and 
people will access if if they want to access 
it,’’ he said. ‘‘The way to stop it is for par-
ents to monitor what their kids are doing.’’ 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I stand in 
strong support of the Feinstein-Biden 
amendment, which would make it a 
Federal crime to teach someone how to 
make a bomb if you know or intend 
that it will be used to commit a crime. 

This seems pretty simple and 
straightforward to me. Many Ameri-
cans—no, I think most Americans— 
would be absolutely shocked if they 
knew what kind of bone-chilling infor-
mation is making its way over the 
Internet. 

You can access detailed, explicit in-
structions on how to make and deto-
nate pipe bombs, light bulb bombs, and 
even—if you can believe it—baby food 
bombs. 

Let me give you just a small sample. 
A guy named ‘‘Warmaster’’ sent this 
message out over the Internet about 
how to build a baby food bomb. Here’s 
how his message goes: 

These simple, powerful bombs are not very 
well known even though all the materials 
can be easily obtained by anyone (including 
minors). These things are so [expletive de-
leted] powerful that they can destroy a car. 
The explosion can actually twist and mangle 
the frame. They are extremely deadly and 
can very easily kill you and blow the side of 
the house out if you mess up while building 
it. Here’s how they work. 

And then the message goes into ex-
plicit detail about how to fill a baby 
food jar with gunpowder and how to 
detonate it. 

The thing about this bomb, 

The message observes, 
Is that the glass jar gets totally shattered 
and pieces of razor sharp glass gets blasted 
in all directions. 

Warmaster’s recipe also elaborates 
on how you can make the bomb more 
effective still: 

Tape nails to the side of the thing, 

It says. 
Sharpened jacks (those little things with all 
the pointy sides) also work well. The good 
thing about those is any side it lands on is 
right side up. If the explosion doesn’t get’em 
then the glass will. If the glass don’t get’em 
then the nails will. 

Now, I’m not making this stuff up. 
And what this amendment says is 

that if Warmaster gives his recipe to 
some young kid—intending or knowing 
that the kid will go build one of these 
bombs and blow it up over at the local 
school playground—then Warmaster 
should be put behind bars. 

Right now, that’s not a Federal 
crime. It should be—no ifs, ands, or 
buts. 

I take a back seat to no one when it 
comes to the first amendment, and the 
protection of our most cherished rights 
of free speech. 

But there is no right under the first 
amendment to help someone blow up a 
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building. There is no right under the 
first amendment to be an accessory to 
a crime. And there is nothing in the 
first amendment that says we must 
leave our good sense at the doorstep. 

This is not the first time that Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN and I have tried to put 
this crime on the books. We tried to 
add it back to the terrorism bill in 
April. But our Republican colleagues 
derailed our effort. Evidently, there 
were those on the House side who 
didn’t like this provision—who for 
some reason didn’t think that inten-
tionally teaching someone how to build 
a bomb should be a crime. 

I’m glad that our Republican col-
leagues here in the Senate have come 
to their senses. And I hope—and urge— 
that they will do all that they can to 
make sure their House counterparts do 
the right thing this time. 

This amendment is simple and 
straightforward. If you’re one of these 
guys who has made a name for himself 
writing manifestos like ‘‘The Terrorist 
Handbook’’ or ‘‘How To Kill With 
Joy’’—and if someone comes to you 
and says: ‘‘Tomorrow morning, a group 
of police officers is going to be meeting 
in the 5th Street precinct—and I want 
to blow it up.’’ 

And if you then say: ‘‘Here you go— 
I’ve got just the recipe for you.’’ 

It seems to me that that should be a 
crime. And I’m glad the Senate has 
seen fit to join Senator FEINSTEIN and 
me in our effort to make it a crime. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared with the 
Judiciary Committee. It is not in our 
jurisdiction, but it has been approved 
by both Senator HATCH and Senator 
BIDEN. So I urge support of the amend-
ment. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment has been cleared. I urge its 
adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4428) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4429 
(Purpose: To clarify that the exemption from 

the Qualified Thrift Lender applies to any 
savings institutions that serve primarily 
military personnel) 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator SHELBY, and others, and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. SHELBY, for himself, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. DODD, and Mr. GRAMM, proposes 
an amendment numbered 4429. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill add the 

following new section: 

SEC. . EXEMPTION FOR SAVINGS INSTITUTIONS 
SERVING MILITARY PERSONNEL. 

Section 10(m)(3)(F) of the Home Owners’ 
Loan Act (12 U.S.C. 1467a(m)(3)(F)) is amend-
ed to read as follows: 

‘‘(F) EXEMPTION FOR SPECIALIZED SAVINGS 
ASSOCIATIONS SERVING CERTAIN MILITARY PER-
SONNEL.—Subparagraph (A) does not apply to 
a savings association subsidiary of a savings 
and loan holding company if not less than 90 
percent of the customers of the savings and 
loan holding company and the subsidiaries 
and affiliates of such company are active or 
former officers in the United States military 
services or the widows, widowers, divorced 
spouses, or current or former dependents of 
such officers.’’. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, this is a 
carefully tailored amendment intended 
to broaden the opportunities for mili-
tary personnel to obtain financial serv-
ices. There exists in current law an ex-
emption from the penalties associated 
with failing to meet mortgage asset re-
quirements of the qualified thrift lend-
er [QTL] test. It was created some 
years ago for specialized savings asso-
ciations serving military personnel. At 
least 90 percent of the association’s 
customers must be active or former of-
ficers—commissioned and noncommis-
sioned—in the U.S. military services or 
widows, widowers, divorced spouses, or 
current or former dependents of such 
officers. The rationale for the exemp-
tion is that relatively few transient 
military personnel and their depend-
ents have the need or desire for a resi-
dential mortgage. Accordingly, it 
would be very difficult for a savings as-
sociation serving the military commu-
nity to comply with the QTL test re-
quirement. 

The present exemption language is 
too narrowly drawn to apply to simi-
larly situated organizations serving 
the military community. The amend-
ment retains the essential requirement 
that at least 90 percent of the savings 
association’s customers be military re-
lated. By permitting new market en-
trants, it will have the effect of ex-
panding competition in this under-
served market. 

This amendment has been endorsed 
by the Military Coalition, an organiza-
tion of all the major active duty and 
veterans groups. The Treasury Depart-
ment and the Office of Thrift Super-
vision have indicated no objection to 
the amendment. 

Mr. McCAIN. This amendment has 
been cleared. 

Mr. NUNN. This amendment has been 
cleared, and I urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4429) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4430 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Mr. JOHNSTON and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. JOHNSTON, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4430. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 410, line 5, strike ‘‘$2,000,000’’ and 

insert ‘‘$5,000,000’’. 
On page 410, line 10, strike ‘‘$2,000,000’’ and 

insert ‘‘$5,000,000’’. 
On page 410, before line 14, add the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(c) STUDY ON PERMANENT AUTHORIZATION 

FOR GENERAL PLANT PROJECTS.—Not later 
than February 1, 1997, the Secretary of En-
ergy shall report to the appropriate congres-
sional committees on the need for, and desir-
ability of, a permanent authorization for-
mula for defense and civilian general plant 
projects in the Department of Energy that 
includes periodic adjustments for inflation, 
including any legislative recommendations 
to enact such formula into permanent law. 
The report of the Secretary shall describe ac-
tions that would be taken by the Depart-
ment to provide for cost control of general 
plant projects, taking into account the size 
and nature of such projects.’’ 

On page 413, line 25, strike 11$2,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$5,000,000’’. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, this 
amendment raises the statutory fiscal 
ceiling set in section 3122 on a type of 
activity in the Department of Energy 
known as general plant projects. The 
amendment also requests a report from 
the Secretary of Energy with rec-
ommendations on a permanent author-
ization formula for such activities. 

General plant projects are projects 
that seek to maintain or replace the 
fixed and capital assets of the Depart-
ment at its facilities, whether these as-
sets are entire buildings, major sub-
systems of buildings—for example, 
electrical systems, compressed air sys-
tems—or other fixed assets such as 
parking lots, electrical substations, 
sewer lines, or roads. General plant 
projects do not entail the acquisition 
of new programmatic capabilities. 
Rather, they support and maintain an 
infrastructure for carrying out existing 
DOE programs and authorities. This 
activity designation is unique to DOE 
in this bill—there is not a clear analog 
to general plant projects in the Depart-
ment of Defense, although the Depart-
ment of Defense also has a large facil-
ity infrastructure that it must main-
tain. 

Starting in the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for fiscal year 1986, 
cost ceilings have been annually estab-
lished for DOE general plant projects 
for missions and authorities under the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Armed Services. This routine provision 
of recent defense bills, however, has 
proven to have considerable effects on 
the civilian programs of the Depart-
ment under the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. By establishing a statutory 
ceiling for general plant projects in the 
National Defense Authorization Act, 
the Congress has effectively set the 
ceiling on all Department spending on 
general plant projects, whether defense 
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or civilian. This is because it is not 
possible, in practice, to manage a sys-
tem of routine construction and main-
tenance based on different ceilings. For 
example, a major electrical upgrade 
that affected both civilian and defense- 
related buildings at a DOE site could 
hardly be subject to two different stat-
utory limits. Nor, as another example, 
could an upgrade to a sanitary sewer 
system connecting several buildings— 
some of which housed civilian DOE pro-
grams, others of which housed DOE de-
fense projects—be accomplished under 
two different statutory limits. In fact, 
there is some evidence that the great-
est impact of the ceiling in the Defense 
bill is on the Department of Energy in-
frastructure supporting civilian mis-
sions, as general plant projects at de-
fense-related DOE sites tend to be 
small than general plant projects at ci-
vilian sites. 

The present ceiling on general plant 
projects has also never been the subject 
of a substantive review. Many Depart-
ment of Energy sites are over 50 years 
old and contain numerous buildings 
that are far below contemporary stand-
ards or that have completely outlived 
their useful occupancy. Major rehabili-
tation of these buildings or their major 
systems for ongoing programs is re-
quired. Yet, the $2,000,000 statutory 
limitation on such projects poses a 
major obstacle to the speedy accom-
plishment of such tasks. 

For example, in fiscal year 1996, the 
Office of Energy Research had to pro-
pose a line-item project—Project No. 
95–E–303—to rehabilitate electrical sys-
tems in the laboratories for which it 
was responsible in the 300 Area of the 
Hanford Site. This work was required 
to correct numerous National Elec-
trical Code violations identified in 1990 
during a ‘‘Tiger Team’’ inspection. In 
DOE’s words, ‘‘much of the older equip-
ment is deteriorating and its present 
condition poses a personnel and fire 
hazard.’’ The construction cost for this 
electrical safety rehabilitation was es-
timated at $4.2 million, above the cur-
rent general plant project limit. Be-
cause of this statutory limitation, this 
needed safety upgrade—identified near-
ly 6 years ago—has been delayed for at 
least an additional 18 months, and 
workers have been needlessly exposed 
to a known, personnel and fire hazard. 
Further, because this project was 
forced into a line-item project status, 
its costs were further increased by the 
need for the preparation of a concep-
tual design report and by enhanced re-
quirements for project management 
that attend line-item projects of any 
size in the Department. The ‘‘design 
and management costs’’ associated 
with this $4.2 million construction 
project were an additional $1.7 million. 
Clearly, this is an example of excessive 
costs driven by an artificially low limit 
on general plant projects. 

As another example, at Brookhaven 
National Laboratory, an existing stor-

age and transfer facility for fuel oil had 
to be upgraded over a period of 4 fiscal 
years via a line-item appropriation be-
cause the cost of the project was $3.65 
million. This facility was the only sup-
ply of fuel for the central steam facil-
ity that, in turn, provided heat and hot 
water to the entire laboratory. A time-
ly upgrade was needed to bring the fa-
cility into compliance with State and 
local codes. Because this project was 
delayed in order to undertake it as a 
line-item appropriation, the regulatory 
timetable for achieving compliance 
was exceeded and State and local offi-
cials had to issue a temporary waiver 
to the old facility to continue oper-
ations. Had these officials been less 
forthcoming, the operations of the en-
tire laboratory would have been com-
promised. There is heightened regu-
latory concern over potential ground-
water contamination from Brookhaven 
laboratory facilities on Long Island, as 
Brookhaven is located over an EPA 
designated sole-source aquifer for the 
Island. Had general plant project funds 
been available for this project, it would 
have been completed more expedi-
tiously, the need for a special waiver 
might have been avoided, and the De-
partment and the Laboratory could 
have certainly avoided further inflam-
ing local concern over groundwater 
pollution from this facility. 

There are many other examples that 
could be discussed of needed projects at 
DOE facilities that have been need-
lessly delayed because of the general 
plant project limitation contained in 
previous Defense Authorization Acts. 
Put simply, $2 million doesn’t buy very 
much in the real world of facilities 
management. Replacing 3,480 feet of 
sanitary sewer lines ranging in diame-
ter from 3 to 8 inches—Project 96–E– 
331—or retrofitting heating, ventila-
tion, and air conditioning systems in a 
40-year-old 300-person office building— 
Project 95–A–500—or upgrading a chem-
ical laboratory to meet current re-
quirements of the Uniform Fire Code— 
Project 93–E–324—all exceed $2 million 
in costs. 

In preparation for offering this 
amendment, I asked the Department of 
Energy to estimate the number of 
projects and their related costs that 
would be added to the general plant 
project category if my amendment 
were adopted. I ask unanimous consent 
that the response from the Department 
of Energy be printed in the RECORD fol-
lowing the completion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, the 

DOE response, which I interpret to 
favor this amendment, is illuminating 
in several respects. 

First of all, it confirms that there 
are real cost savings to be realized by 
raising the general plant project limit. 
DOE estimates that $4.7 million would 
be saved by raising the ceiling under 

my amendment, considering only costs 
associated with elimination of Concep-
tual Design Reports and savings from 
avoiding the 18-to-24 month hiatus now 
experienced by projects in the range 
between $2 million and $5 million. 
There are also additional savings that 
will result from reduced overhead (per-
sonnel associated with these projects 
now must be moved to other projects 
and otherwise kept on the payroll dur-
ing the hiatus or new personnel must 
be brought up to speed at the end of 
the hiatus). As the examples I have 
given above illustrate, there are also 
other savings that are possible, from 
avoided injuries or fines and penalties 
that might result from missed compli-
ance dates. It is hard to put a figure on 
such costs, as they will vary from 
project to project, but they are very 
real. 

Second, the DOE response indicates 
that raising this limit will not open 
the flood gates to an unmanageable 
number of additional projects. Based 
on fiscal year 1996 data, increasing the 
limit under my amendment will in-
crease the actual number of general 
plant projects by less than 10 percent. 
The total funding for general plant 
projects, across the Department, might 
increase by $64,000,000, with most of 
this increase projected to occur on the 
civilian side of the Department. The 
impact of my amendment on general 
plant projects in the Office of Defense 
Programs, according to the Depart-
ment, ‘‘would be relatively small.’’ 
Thus, I believe that my amendment is 
an appropriate step to take at this 
time. 

Third, the DOE response indicates 
that, because the funds for general 
plant projects in fiscal year 1997 have 
been spoken for, this amendment will 
begin to exert its effect starting in fis-
cal year 1998, thus allowing the Depart-
ment one year to examine its internal 
procedures to ensure that they are ade-
quate for the higher limit. 

While I am convinced that increasing 
the limit from $2 million to $5 million 
in this bill is well justified, I also be-
lieve that we need a more permanent 
solution to the issue of establishing 
limits on general plant projects in the 
Department of Energy. That is why my 
amendment also calls for a report ‘‘on 
the need for, and desirability of, a per-
manent authorization formula for de-
fense and civilian general plant 
projects in the Department of Energy 
that periodic adjustments for inflation, 
including any legislative recommenda-
tion to enact such formula into perma-
nent law.’’ I believe that we should set 
in motion a process to arrive at a per-
manent legal and management frame-
work that addresses both civilian and 
defense needs for general plant projects 
in the Department of Energy. I would 
like to thank the managers of this bill 
for their cooperation and support for 
my attempts to address this issue, and 
I urge the adoption of my amendment. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, 
Washington, DC, June 27, 1996. 

Hon. J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on En-

ergy and Natural Resources, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR JOHNSTON: Thank you for 
June 18, 1996, letter concerning general plant 
projects in the Department of Energy. 

As you are aware, the statutory ceiling on 
general plant projects contained in S. 1745, 
the Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1997, applies only to atomic energy de-
fense activities funded under the 050 func-
tion. You are correct, however, that the De-
partment applies this same ceiling to all De-
partment spending on general plant projects 
for administrative convenience and consist-
ency. 

The analysis prepared by the Department 
in response to your questions includes both 
civilian and defense spending for general 
plant projects in the aggregate based upon 
fiscal year 1996 spending. Our analysis sug-
gests that potential savings could accrue 
from raising the ceiling on general plant 
projects. Some program offices would clearly 
be more likely to accrue savings than other 
program offices, however. For example, in 
the case of the Office of Defense Programs, 
general plant projects tend to be small con-
struction requirements, such as facility re-
furbishment and minor road repairs, and 
very few of these projects reach the $2 mil-
lion ceiling. Therefore, savings from increas-
ing the ceiling for the Office of Defense Pro-
grams would be relatively small. In addition, 
as a result of language included in the House 
and Senate reports accompanying the En-
ergy and Water Development Appropriation 

for Fiscal Year 1996, the Department now 
merges its general plant projects into oper-
ating expenses, which has provided the De-
partment additional flexibility in carrying 
out general plant projects under the ceiling 
of $2 million. The value to the Department of 
a higher general plant project ceiling would 
be enhanced if that flexibility were extended 
to the higher ceiling. 

The Department appreciates your efforts 
to reduce unnecessary or burdensome re-
quirements and to assist us in finding areas 
for cost savings. I hope this information is 
helpful to you. If you have further questions, 
please contact Mary Louise Wagner, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Senate Liaison, on 
202–586–5468. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD W. PEARMAN, Jr., 

Associate Deputy Secretary 
for Field Management. 

Enclosure. 
ENCLOSURE 

Question. What is number of general plant 
projects anticipated in FY 1997 that would be 
below the current $2,000,000 limit? 

Answer. These projects tend to be rel-
atively small, such as facility refurbishment, 
minor road repairs, roof repair and replace-
ment, electrical system upgrades, and some 
small facilities. The actual projects to be 
funded in FY 1997 will not be selected until 
later when programmatic needs and unex-
pected repairs are prioritized with existing 
lists of general plant project requirements. 
Although a few push the $2,000,000 limit, 
$500,000 is a good estimate of the average size 
of these projects. Based on this average, we 
estimate approximately 200 general plant 
projects in FY 1997. 

Question. What is the total dollar amount 
represented by these projects? 

Answer. The total dollar amount rep-
resented by these projects (i.e., the FY 1997 
funding request for general plant projects) is 
approximately $98,000,000. 

Question. What would be the number of 
general plant projects (and the cor-
responding dollar amount) that would be 
added if the limit in the Defense Authoriza-
tion Act were to be changed to $2,500,000; 
$4,000,000; and $5,000,000? 

Answer. Using FY 1996 data as a gauge, 
there would be no additional general plant 
projects, if the limit were raised to $2,500,000. 

Using FY 1996 data as a gauge, there would 
be 11 additional general plant projects with 
an additional dollar amount of $37,000,000, if 
the limit were raised to $4,000,000. 

Using FY 1996 data as a gauge, there would 
be 7 additional general plant projects with 
an additional dollar amount of $27,000,000, if 
the limit were raised to $5,000,000. 

Question. What savings would occur if the 
limit on general plant projects were changed 
to $2,500,000; $4,000,000; and $5,000,000? 

Answer. For that limited number of 
projects in FY 1996 which fell between 
$2,000,000 and $5,000,000 in estimated total 
project cost, some savings would be gen-
erated by shortening the project time line 
and being able to proceed immediately from 
conceptual design, through final engineering 
and into physical construction. The analysis 
was conducted on FY 1996 data and would 
vary from year to year depending on the spe-
cific activities. 

If the limit on general plant projects were 
changed to (based on our current data): 

Limit Additional general plant projects Estimated savings 

$2.5 Million .................................................................................................................................................... $0 .................................................................................................................................................................. $0 
$4.0 Million .................................................................................................................................................... $37 Million .................................................................................................................................................... $2.7 Million (see note). 
$5.0 Million .................................................................................................................................................... $27 Million .................................................................................................................................................... $4.7 Million (see note). 

Note: Calculation of Savings: $37 M x 2% for Conceptual Design Report development + 5.3% (Escalation) = $2.7M. ($37M + $27M) x 2% for Conceptual Design Report development + 5.3% (Escalation) = $4.7M. 

Question. How would such cost savings be 
realized? 

Answer. General plant projects do not re-
quire Conceptual Design Reports. Once re-
quirements for general plant projects are 
identified, design of the projects can begin 
immediately. 

Currently, there is an 18–24 month delay 
between the completion of a Conceptual De-
sign Report and start of design of a line item 
project (any construction project above $2 
million). The cost savings if the Conceptual 
Design Reports are not required would be ap-
proximately 2 percent of the total project 
cost (representing the average cost to per-
form the Conceptual Design Report) plus 
avoidance of the escalation resulting from 
the two year ‘‘hiatus.’’ Other intangible cost 
savings would accrue from reduced overhead, 
quicker response to changed mission require-
ments and earlier availability of facilities to 
support the mission. 

In FY 1997, minimum savings would be re-
alized because Conceptual Design Reports 
should already have been started or com-
pleted, therefore the delay (18–24 months) be-
tween Conceptual Design Reports and start 
of design would have already occurred. Any 
real savings would start to accrue in FY 1998. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared on this 
side. I urge the Senate adopt this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4430) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4431 
(Purpose: To require the Director of the Bal-

listic Missile Defense Organization to pre-
vent adverse effects of establishment of the 
National Missile Defense Joint Program 
Office on private sector employment) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for 

Mr. HEFLIN, for himself and Mr. SHELBY, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 4431. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle A of title IX add the 

following: 
SEC. 907. ACTIONS TO LIMIT ADVERSE EFFECTS 

OF ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL 
MISSILE DEFENSE JOINT PROGRAM 
OFFICE ON PRIVATE SECTOR EM-
PLOYMENT. 

The Director of the Ballistic Missile De-
fense Organization shall take such actions as 
are necessary in connection with the estab-
lishment of the National Missile Defense 
Joint Program Office to ensure that the es-
tablishment and execution of the new man-

agement structure will not include any 
planned reductions in Federal Government 
employees, or Federal Government contrac-
tors, supporting the national missile defense 
development program at any particular loca-
tion outside the National Capitol Region (as 
defined in section 2674(f)(2) of Title 10, 
United States Code). 

Mr. HEFLIN. This amendment would 
help assure that the creation of a new 
management office within the Ballistic 
Missile Defense Organization does not 
result in a centralized bureaucracy at 
the expense of vital ballistic missile 
defense capabilities built up over the 
years across the United States. 

Concerns about Pentagon centraliza-
tion have resulted in the Defense Ap-
propriations Committees limiting 
funds made available for relocations of 
DOD organizations, units, activities, or 
functions into or within the National 
Capital Region. This has been the case 
in the past and it is again the case in 
the pending Defense appropriations 
bill. Another concern has been the use 
of support contractor services and con-
sultants to escalate centralization in 
Washington. In 1992, Senator PRYOR 
found an alarming trend of contractor 
growth in support of the BMDO prede-
cessor organzation, the Strategic De-
fense Initiative Organization [SDIO]. 
His amendment, accepted without op-
position, capped the amount of money 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7277 June 28, 1996 
which could be expended for the pro-
curement of support services for the 
central SDIO activity. Its intent is still 
relevant today. 

Those concerns about DOD cen-
tralization are founded on traditional 
beliefs that government works best 
when it is not all collocated in the Cap-
ital region. Centralization of govern-
ment and contractor personnel results 
in higher costs. Relocation of functions 
loses unique capabilities now available 
through military services and thus cre-
ates greater inefficiencies and schedule 
losses due to the necessity to retrain 
and replace technical and managerial 
personnel. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
clearly establish that the implementa-
tion of the NMD JPO decision must 
continue to be consistent with the as-
surances we are being given by the 
Pentagon. The Acting BMDO Director, 
Adm. Dick West, has just met with our 
staffs and discussed the organizational 
details of the new Joint Program Of-
fice, as it is now planned. He foresees a 
central organization of 64 or there-
abouts, supported by those on-going ac-
tivities in the field who have been de-
veloping such elements as the inter-
ceptor and ground-based radar. At 
present, these are basically all in the 
Army sphere of responsibility since the 
Air Force Space and Missile Tracking 
System Program is an Air Force pro-
gram and will not be under the new of-
fice, and the Navy has no current role 
in NMD. Admiral West is convincing in 
his assurances that those activities 
which have been so beneficial to the 
progress in ballistic missile defense in 
the past will not be adversely impacted 
by this new central office. Concur-
rently, a BMDO ‘‘Point Paper’’ has in-
cluded the following assurances: 

The decision to manage NMD using a Joint 
Program Office (JPO) does not change the 
fundamental execution of the program. The 
basic building blocks remain the same and 
will be developed by the organization al-
ready assigned those responsibilities. Con-
tracts that have been awarded will be exe-
cuted as planned. The Service organizations 
that have had responsibility for NMD will 
continue to play the same role. As the pro-
gram approaches a deployment decision, the 
role of the services will increase signifi-
cantly. 

Even with this assurance, I believe 
this amendment is necessary to clearly 
reflect the intent of Congress for the 
benefit of Admiral West’s successor and 
those further down the organizational 
ladder responsible for the implementa-
tion of the various components of the 
new activity. 

These are important times for the 
National Missile Defense Program, 
when with additional funding and em-
phasis, Congress has great expectations 
that these investments will yield the 
greatest possible dividends. Continu-
ation of the valuable contributions of 
the NMD activities in their field loca-
tions will be critical to that success. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I believe 
this has been cleared, and I urge its 
adoption. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment is cleared. I urge its adop-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4431) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4432 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Mr. LOTT and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for Mr. LOTT, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4432. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . OCEANOGRAPHIC SHIP OPERATIONS AND 

DATA ANALYSIS. 
(a) Of the funds provided by Section 301(2), 

an additional $6,200,000 may be authorized for 
the reduction, storage, modeling and conver-
sion of oceanographic data for use by the 
Navy, consistent with Navy’s requirements. 

(b) Such funds identified in (a) shall be in 
addition to such amounts already provided 
for this purpose in the budget request. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I believe this amend-
ment has been cleared by the other 
side. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this 
amendment has been cleared, and I 
urge its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 4432) was agreed 
to. 

f 

THE AWARD OF THE CONGRES-
SIONAL MEDAL OF HONOR TO 
SEVEN AFRICAN-AMERICANS 
WHO SERVED IN COMBAT DUR-
ING WORLD WAR II 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, the na-
tional defense authorization bill under 
consideration by the Senate contains a 
very special provision that, once en-
acted, will clear the way for the Presi-
dent to award the Medal of Honor to 
seven African-Americans who served 
their Nation with the utmost distinc-
tion in combat during World War II. 

Pvt. George Watson of Birmingham, 
AL, was on board a ship which was at-
tacked by enemy bombers. When the 
ship was abandoned, Private Wilson re-
mained and assisted several soldiers 
who could not swim to reach the safety 
of a liferaft. This heroic action subse-
quently cost him his life but resulted 
in saving the lives of his comrades. 

Capt. Charles L. Thomas of Detroit, 
MI, though grievously wounded when 
his scout car was subjected to intense 
enemy artillery, self-propelled gun, and 

small arms fire, directed the emplace-
ment of two antitank guns to return 
enemy fire. Only after he was certain 
that a subordinate was in full control 
of the situation did he permit himself 
to be evacuated. 

S.Sgt. Ruben Rivers of Oklahoma 
City, OK, though severely wounded 
when his tank hit a mine, refused med-
ical treatment, took command of an-
other tank, and advanced to the objec-
tive. Repeatedly refusing evacuation, 
Sergeant Rivers continued to direct his 
tank fire at enemy positions through 
the next day until he was killed by the 
enemy. 

S.Sgt. Edward A. Carter, Jr., of Los 
Angeles, CA, while attempting to lead 
a three-man group was wounded five 
times and finally was forced to take 
cover. As eight enemy riflemen at-
tempted to capture him, Sergeant 
Carter killed six of them and captured 
the remaining two. 

First Lieutenant John R. Fox of Cin-
cinnati, OH, and some other members 
of his observer party voluntarily re-
mained on the second floor of a house 
to direct defensive artillery fire while 
the majority of U.S. forces withdrew in 
the face of overwhelming numbers. As 
the Germans continued to press the at-
tack toward the area that he occupied, 
he adjusted the artillery fire into his 
own position knowing that this was the 
only way to stop the enemy attack. 
Lieutenant Fox’s body was later found 
along with the bodies of approximately 
100 German soldiers. 

First Lieutenant Vernon J. Baker, of 
Cheyenne, WY, destroyed enemy instal-
lations, personnel, and equipment dur-
ing his company’s attack against a 
strongly entrenched enemy in moun-
tainous terrain. When his company was 
stopped by the concentrated fire from 
several machinegun emplacements, he 
destroyed three machinegun nests and 
an enemy observation post. He then 
covered the evacuation of the wounded 
personnel of his company by occupying 
an exposed position and drawing the 
enemy’s fire. 

Pfc. Willy F. James, Jr., of Kansas 
City, KS, as lead scout was the first to 
draw enemy fire. After being pinned 
down for over an hour, he returned to 
his platoon, and led a squad in the as-
sault, accurately designating targets 
as he advanced, until he was killed by 
enemy machinegun fire while going to 
the aid of his fatally wounded platoon 
leader. 

These seven heroes have many things 
in common: their selfless dedication to 
their comrades, their unwillingness to 
give up despite overwhelming odds, 
their leadership in the face of certain 
death, and their race. 

A study, commissioned in 1993 by the 
Acting Secretary of the Army to re-
view the Medal of Honor processing 
procedures as applied to African-Amer-
ican soldiers in World War II, revealed 
that no African-American soldier was 
recommended for the Medal of Honor 
for service in World War II. 

Concluding, in part, that this was re-
flective of the national racial climate 
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and the use of African-American sol-
diers in World War II, the study rec-
ommended that 10 African-Americans 
be considered for the award of the 
Medal of Honor. 

The Secretary of the Army, the Sec-
retary of Defense, and the President 
recommended legislation that would 
permit the award of the Medal of Honor 
to the seven heroes I previously men-
tioned. 

This marks the end of a long journey 
for these seven men—six of whom who 
have died before they could realize this 
great honor. 

It is not the end of a journey, how-
ever, for our military services as they 
continue to lead the Nation in matters 
of equal opportunity, elimination of ra-
cial and gender discrimination, and 
creation of an environment that is, in 
fact, based on individual merit and per-
formance. 

I have always been proud of the way 
our military services were able to rec-
ognize the importance of eliminating 
discrimination and prejudice. I have al-
ways been proud of the tremendous ef-
forts that have been made and that will 
continue to be made in this area. 

Surely, 100-percent success has yet to 
be achieved, but the U.S. military is 
clearly a beacon lighting the way for 
the rest of the Nation. 

So, too, today I am proud of what 
these heroes have done. But I am also 
proud of how we as a nation can look 
back into our history and, seeing some-
thing that just is not quite right, can 
and will fix it. 

I regret that six of our seven heroes 
are no longer with us. I hope and pray 
that their families and loved ones will 
realize the significance of what these 
courageous men accomplished and per-
mit our Nation to honor them in this 
way. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. I 
yield the floor. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as if 
in morning business for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

HEALTH INSURANCE REFORM 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, it 
has been exactly 2 full months since 
the Senate unanimously passed the 
Health Insurance Reform Act 100 to 
nothing. However, because Republicans 
and Democrats have been unable to 
reach agreement on one outstanding 
issue—the size and scope of the Medical 
Savings Account Demonstration Pro-
gram—we have not been able to make 
further progress in reaching a com-
promise between the House and Senate 
language on this bill. 

Many, I think, assume that this leg-
islation which passed unanimously in 
the U.S. Senate has already become 
law, and that is just not the case. I 

would suggest that every day we wait 
the stakes grow higher. As the number 
of legislative days dwindle: 

More American families lose their 
health insurance coverage; 

More American families are unable 
to obtain insurance because of pre-
existing illnesses or outright discrimi-
nation; 

Millions of Americans hold onto jobs 
that they would otherwise leave for 
fear of losing their health coverage; 

Patients suffering from AIDS, and 
our seniors and disabled citizens, do 
not have adequate resources to pay for 
care; 

And self-employed men and women, 
and small businesses, find the cost of 
health insurance increasingly out of 
reach. 

The bipartisan health reform legisla-
tion that passed both the Senate and 
the House in April would help address 
these critical issues. The General Ac-
counting Office [GAO] estimates that 
the reforms at the heart of the bill will 
help at least 25 million Americans each 
year. 

There is no disagreement between 
Republicans and Democrats about how 
to help these 25 million Americans. Yet 
each day that we quibble over whether 
to allow a tiny fraction of the insur-
ance market to test the concept of 
medical savings accounts, the chance 
to enact reforms that will help these 25 
million Americans grows dim. 

As my colleagues know, the House 
passed a very different bill from the 
Senate. But after weeks of discussions 
and sometimes tense negotiations be-
tween Republican leaders, we have 
reached agreement on every out-
standing issue—except for MSA’s. The 
House has agreed to drop altogether 
controversial provisions on multiple 
employer welfare arrangements and 
medical malpractice. While many—in-
cluding myself—strongly believe we 
need to help small employers gain pur-
chasing clout and control the health 
care costs through malpractice reform, 
all of us recognized that compromise 
was necessary to reach a bipartisan 
consensus on the legislation. 

Mr. President, I want to assure my 
colleagues and the American people 
that the core of the Kassebaum-Ken-
nedy bill is firmly in place in the 
House-Senate compromise. Those pro-
visions will greatly enhance the health 
security of American workers. In addi-
tion, the compromise legislation in-
creases the deduction for self-employed 
individuals from 30 to 80 percent, pro-
vides tax deductions to help make 
long-term care more affordable for our 
seniors, and helps reduce health costs 
by fighting fraud and abuse and reduc-
ing the paperwork burden imposed on 
patients, doctors, and hospitals. 

In an attempt to reach agreement on 
the remaining outstanding issue, Re-
publicans have offered three separate 
compromises on medical savings ac-
counts. Unfortunatley, these conces-
sions seem to have done little to nar-
row the gap between Republicans and 

Democrats in the House and Senate, 
and the White House. 

Last night, under the leadership of 
the distinguished majority leader, Re-
publicans proposed an extremely gen-
erous, constructive compromise that 
will allow us to test the concept of 
MSA’s and assess their impact in the 
small employer market. As my col-
leagues know, I have grave concerns 
about the potential impact of MSAs. 
But I believe this proposal is fair and 
limited, and contains protections suffi-
cient to guard against adverse risk se-
lection. It was offered in good faith and 
goes a long way toward meeting con-
cerns raised by the President. In fact, 
it goes well beyond the agreement I 
reached earlier with many Republicans 
in the House and Senate conference. 

As part of this agreement: 
Republicans have agreed to reduce 

the scope of the 4-year demonstration 
program to firms with 50 employees or 
less, and to require an affirmative vote 
to expand MSA’s to large employers 
and individuals. That is a significant 
concession. 

The Joint Committee on Taxation es-
timates that MSA’s will be available 
during this 4-year demonstration to 
less than 1 percent of the total work 
force and slightly more than 1 percent 
of the work force with insurance. 

Equally important, reducing the size 
of the demonstration to firms with 50 
workers or less will help guard against 
risk selection because the underlying 
bill extends guaranteed issue and re-
newal requirements to firms with 50 or 
fewer workers. Moreover, this is the 
portion of the insurance market where 
the States have worked aggressively to 
protect consumers and guard against 
risk selection. 

The proposal contains a fire process 
for assessing the impact of MSA’s by 
an independent, nonpartisan organiza-
tion. In addition, the Secretary of the 
Treasury is required to annually mon-
itor the MSA’s impact on the market 
and report to Congress as to whether 
the legislation is necessary to reduce 
costs due to excessive enrollment. 

Finally, Republicans have agreed to 
reduce further individuals’ out-of-pock-
et exposure by lowering the maximum 
MSA deductible and requiring MSA 
plans to cover at least 70 percent of 
covered services once an individual 
reaches the deductible. We also have 
agreed to further reduce the tax advan-
tages of MSA’s by limiting annual con-
tributions. 

Moreover, high-deductible plans 
must meet disclosure requirements, 
and the National Association of Insur-
ance Commissioners is directed to pro-
mulgate further consumer protection 
standards. 

Mr. President, despite significant 
concessions, I believe, on the part of 
Republicans, however, the White House 
and congressional Democrats continue 
to raise new demands and to insist that 
high-deductible MSA policies meet 
nondiscrimination and consumer pro-
tection standards well beyond current 
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law requirements for other health in-
surance plans and even well beyond the 
reforms contained in the underlying 
legislation. 

The Health Insurance Reform Act 
will pass, Mr. President, only if we 
keep our eye on the ball. 

First, we need to recognize that suc-
cess always requires compromise. The 
House has conceded on malpractice re-
forms, has conceded on MEWA’s and 
now receded significantly on the 
MSA’s. 

Second, we need to bear in mind that 
the legislation will help 25 million 
Americans each year, and that the 
positive impact of the bill’s core re-
forms will far outweigh any potential 
harm from the limited medical savings 
account proposal that has been offered 
by Republicans last night. 

I believe we have worked too long 
and too hard in a bipartisan fashion to 
let this historic opportunity to pass 
meaningful health reform pass us by. I 
hope we can come together in the next 
few days. I think it is absolutely essen-
tial that we not let time slip away. 
And I hope that the White House and 
the Democratic leadership will genu-
inely help us reach that goal. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to speak for 6 minutes as if in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

FEDERAL DROUGHT ASSISTANCE 
IN THE SOUTHWEST 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I wish 
to bring a very serious matter to the 
attention of my colleagues. 

As has been reported by several Sen-
ators, there is a serious drought under-
way in the Southwest, and I believe my 
State of New Mexico is probably the 
most seriously affected because it is 
suffering a very severe drought, almost 
in its entirety. 

As my colleague from New Mexico, 
Senator BINGAMAN, has stated on at 
least two occasions on the Senate floor 
in the last month, livestock producers 
are among the most devastated by 
these drought conditions. Today, I 
would like to inform the Senate of the 
current status of one of the relief op-
tions that several of us have been pur-
suing: the Emergency Feed Grain Re-
serve. 

It involves a small portion of grain 
reserves held by the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, known as the Emer-
gency Feed Grain Reserve. Under this 
program, the Secretary of Agriculture 
is authorized to purchase and store up 
to 75 million bushels of grains to be 
held in reserve for emergency or dis-
aster situations. 

Currently, the Department reports 
that there are about 45 million bushels 
of grain stored under this program. In 

the event of an emergency, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture has a great deal 
of flexibility in how these reserve 
grains are to be used. 

On June 5, the Senate passed a con-
current resolution, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 63, which called on the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to release all 
grains held in the emergency reserve to 
provide relief for livestock producers 
whose livelihoods are threatened by 
this natural disaster. In fact, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Kansas, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, who just spoke, was the 
lead Senator on that concurrent reso-
lution. 

There has been no response. 
Again, on June 12, the Senate called 

on the Secretary to act under the au-
thority of this program by passing two 
resolutions, Senate Resolution 259 and 
Senate Resolution 260. These two reso-
lutions called on the Secretary to use 
the most efficient methods of providing 
relief under this program, including 
cash payments generated by receipts 
from the sale of reserve grains and to 
give special consideration to those pro-
ducers who could not receive assistance 
under any other program. 

There was no response. 
Let me put the amount of the grain 

reserve into perspective. As I stated 
earlier, there are about 45 million 
bushels of grain in this emergency re-
lief reserve. Reuters news service re-
ported this morning that the average 
price of corn during the month of June 
has been slightly more than $4 a bush-
el, barley was slightly lower, and 
wheat was considerably higher, at well 
over $5 a bushel. 

Even if the Secretary were to sell the 
emergency reserve stocks at a discount 
to provide relief in areas of severe 
grain shortages, there could easily be 
generated $100 million to provide relief 
in those areas where other forms of 
livestock feed, such as hay, are more 
needed. This is far greater than the $18 
million that Senator BINGAMAN and I 
have attempted to provide legislatively 
through a modest but needed tem-
porary extension of the only relief pro-
gram for many livestock producers in 
the Southwest, the Emergency Live-
stock Feed Program. 

Secretary of Agriculture Glickman 
has a proposal. Earlier this week, I 
wrote to Secretary Glickman to in-
quire about the status of various plans 
or proposals to provide relief for live-
stock producers in the drought-strick-
en Southwest. 

I also spoke with the Secretary’s of-
fice by phone and asked what, if any-
thing, else was required for the release 
of the emergency reserve grains. I was 
informed that the Agriculture Depart-
ment had submitted a proposal to the 
White House some time ago regarding 
the release of reserve grains for the 
purpose of this disaster relief but that 
it had not yet been approved. 

I have since been informed that the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture pro-
posal was sent to the White House on 
June 4, 1 day before the Senate called 

on the Secretary to act. It has been 24 
days, Mr. President—it has been 24 
days—since Secretary Glickman pro-
posed disaster relief activities to the 
White House. 

There has been no action. 
We cannot wait. These ranchers are 

going broke. When we have an earth-
quake, we act quickly. This drought is 
resulting in a gradual elimination of 
farmers and ranchers who cannot make 
a living in this drought, which is argu-
ably the worst in 100 years. 

When there is a flood, an earthquake, 
as I indicated, a hurricane, this admin-
istration and this Senate prides itself 
on the responsiveness of its agencies, 
whether it be FEMA or any other, to 
the needs of the affected area, and we 
vote in the Senate for that kind of re-
lief even if it is not our area. We have 
done that historically, and, God forbid, 
we stop doing that. It is absolutely our 
responsibility to help a State with seri-
ous problems, and we have that in New 
Mexico. 

The disaster relief that I am address-
ing today could have begun weeks ago 
by administrative action, and still 
there is no response. Farmers and 
ranchers in my home State of New 
Mexico and in parts of Arizona, Colo-
rado and Texas, are losing their means 
of livelihood by having to sell large 
numbers of their cattle at rock bottom 
prices to survive. Some have been deal-
ing with these drought conditions for 
over 3 years, but this year over three- 
fourths of my State is currently under 
what is called severe drought, accord-
ing to the National Oceanographic and 
Atmospheric Administration. I believe 
it is time for the President and the 
White House to approve the plan sub-
mitted by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture. The time is past. It should be 
done now. 

Since there has been no response to 
my inquiries other than, ‘‘We are work-
ing on it,’’ I hope that perhaps what I 
am saying to the Senate here on the 
floor will bring some action. It is not 
as if we are asking for billions of dol-
lars, but it ought to be done. I hope the 
White House will respond quickly. 

If there are other things we must do 
in Congress, I hope they will tell us. I 
believe the Senate would respond, if we 
have to change something legislatively 
to provide assistance to one group of 
New Mexicans, or another. We may be 
here in the next few weeks, asking for 
some extraordinary help. The drought 
is causing wells to dry up, and water 
sources to disappear. We are having to 
move water around in the State to ac-
commodate the various needs. Clearly 
we may need some extraordinary relief. 
Today what we are asking for is sim-
ple, it is forthright, and it ought to be 
done. 

I thank the Senate for giving me this 
time and I yield the floor. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the call of the quorum 
be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997 
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I regret I 

cannot vote for this bill. I do congratu-
late, however, the managers of the bill 
and the staff of the Armed Services 
Committee for their meticulous atten-
tion to the details of the legislation 
and for their skillful handling of the 
bill. 

There are many good provisions con-
tained in it, provisions that address le-
gitimate defense needs and provide 
support for the men and women in our 
military. Worthy provisions have been 
added to this bill, such as the amend-
ment offered by Senators NUNN, LUGAR, 
and others, to provide assistance to 
Federal and local law enforcement 
agencies to defend against terrorist use 
of weapons of mass destruction and to 
help safeguard or destroy foreign 
sources of nuclear weapons materials. 
Another provision establishes a com-
mission to review our national security 
needs, which will help to shape more 
realistic future defense budgets. And I 
am pleased that an amendment I of-
fered was accepted that will provide 
medical assistance to the children of 
Gulf war veterans with birth defects 
and other medical problems while sci-
entific research determines whether 
their maladies may be a result of their 
parents’ service. 

But in the end, this bill remains bil-
lions of dollars above the administra-
tion’s already generous request for the 
Department of Defense. Other govern-
ment programs addressing important 
domestic needs face flat funding or are 
being reduced, while the defense budget 
is flush with unrequested funds. Of the 
amount added to the defense bill, over 
$4 billion is designated for procurement 
programs that are not in the Future 
Years Defense Plan or on the military 
services’ wish lists. Purchasing weap-
ons that the military has not asked for 
on this scale is an ill-disguised attempt 
to provide a defense jobs program. I 
support a strong, well-equipped mili-
tary, but buying weapons in 1997 that 
the military has not planned to pur-
chase until after the year 2000 is not 
‘‘buying in bulk’’ to achieve savings. It 
is welfare for defense contractors. Buy-
ing weapons early means turning down 
the spigot of technological advances, 
reducing to a trickle the incorporation 
of improvements, and shutting off the 
possibility of switching to a new and 
better design. And what will we do 
after the turn of the century, when 
these weapons are built and the ship-
yards and the aircraft production lines 
begin to be idle? Buy more weapons be-
fore they are needed, to keep the lines 
open? Where does it all end? 

An amendment by Senator EXON, 
which I cosponsored, would have cut 
that amount from the bill and direct it 
toward deficit reduction. It failed. An-
other amendment, offered by Senator 
WELLSTONE, would have authorized the 
transfer of $1.3 billion of these 
unrequested funds to education pro-
grams, bringing those programs up to 
the President’s requested level. It 
failed. But $855 million was added in 
the defense bill to a multibillion dollar 
ballistic missile defense program de-
signed in part to protect the United 
States against the unlikely prospect of 
a rogue ballistic missile attack. It will 
not protect us against a terrorist at-
tack using weapons of mass destruc-
tion, but only against a very limited 
number of ballistic missiles. Billions 
have been, and likely will be, spent to 
build this ‘‘Star Wars Lite’’ or ‘‘Son of 
Star Wars’’ while the needs of our peo-
ple go unmet. I cannot support these 
kinds of skewed priorities. 

Mr. President, is war so glamorous, 
are weapons of war so beguiling, that 
we must turn a blind eye to domestic 
cares? Must our schoolbooks fray and 
our bridges crumble in order to slake 
an unquenchable thirst for unnecessary 
tools of destruction? History will not 
judge us on our military might alone. 
It will also cast a critical eye on our 
wisdom, our learning, and our music 
and our arts. It will look upon our fam-
ilies, and the way that we treat our 
children. 

Mr. President, Napoleon is remem-
bered for his military exploits, for the 
battles he fought and the death and de-
struction that resulted from his ac-
tions. But in the end, for all of his per-
sonal ambitions, was France any great-
er as a result of his militaristic acts? 
What great artists, what great musi-
cians, and what great philosophers 
were killed in those battles, who might 
have benefitted all mankind? What 
monies spent on Napoleon’s great ar-
mies might otherwise have built spiral, 
soaring cathedrals, beautiful parks, 
and stately roads, or fed and educated 
children? I fear that, like Napoleon, we 
are in danger of letting our ambitions 
and priorities become skewed so far in 
favor of military spending and military 
might in the pursuit of our role as ‘‘the 
last superpower’’ that we will be re-
membered in history only as Napoleon 
is remembered, for acts of war rather 
than acts of progress. 

Which reminds me of Robert G. 
Ingersoll’s oration at the grave of Na-
poleon: 

A little while ago, I stood by the grave of 
the old Napoleon—a magnificent tomb of gilt 
and gold, fit almost for a dead deity—and 
gazed upon the sarcophagus of rare and 
nameless marble, where rest at last the 
ashes of that restless man. I leaned over the 
balustrade and thought about the career of 
the greatest soldier of the modern world. 

I saw him walking upon the banks of the 
Seine, contemplating suicide. I saw him at 
Toulon—I saw him putting down the mob in 
the streets of Paris—I saw him at the head of 
the army of Italy—I saw him crossing the 
bridge of Lodi with the tricolor in his hand— 

I saw him in Egypt in the shadows of the 
pyramids—— 

I saw him conquer the Alps and mingle the 
eagles of France with the eagles of the crags. 
I saw him at Marengo—at Ulm and Aus-
terlitz. I saw him in Russia, where the infan-
try of the snow and the cavalry of the wild 
blast scattered his legions like winter’s with-
ered leaves. I saw him at Leipsic in defeat 
and disaster—driven by a million bayonets 
back upon Paris—clutched like a wild 
beast—banished to Elba. 

I saw him escape and retake an empire by 
the force of his genius. I saw him upon the 
frightful field of Waterloo, where Chance and 
Fate combined to wreck the fortunes of their 
former king. And I saw him at St. Helena, 
with his hands clasped behind him, gazing 
out upon the sad and solemn sea. 

And I thought of the orphans and widows 
he had made—of the tears that had been shed 
for his glory, and of the only woman who 
ever loved him, pushed from his heart by the 
cold hand of ambition. 

And I said I would rather have been a 
French peasant and worn wooden shoes. I 
would rather have lived in a hut with a vine 
growing over the door, and the grapes grow-
ing purple in the kisses of the autumn sun. 

I would rather have been that poor peasant 
with my loving wife at my side, knitting as 
the day died out of the sky—with my chil-
dren upon my knees and their loving arms 
about me—I would rather have been that 
man and gone down to the tongueless silence 
of the dreamless dust, than to have been that 
imperial impersonation of force and murder, 
known as ‘‘Napoleon the Great!’’ 

So, Mr. President, like Ingersoll in 
his writing of that beautiful prose, cap-
tured my feelings as I watch what has 
been taking place over the last few 
years. I support a strong military, pre-
pared and equipped to defend the 
United States and its genuine security 
interests abroad. But I am not so be-
dazzled by a military gilded and draped 
with a surfeit of unnecessary weap-
ons—with trappings ‘‘fit almost for a 
dead deity’’—that I cannot recall other 
priorities closer to home. I hold my 
family, and all American families, high 
on my list of priorities. I hope that in 
conference we will be able to rethink 
these spending priorities, to reduce the 
untimely procurement proposed in this 
bill, avoid a threatened veto, and 
produce a bill that balances our legiti-
mate security requirements with our 
very critical domestic needs. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today in opposition to the Senate 
Armed Services Committee’s national 
defense authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1997. I voted to report the bill out 
of the Armed Services Committee be-
cause I believe it should be openly de-
bated on the Senate floor. I cannot sup-
port this bill in its current form as it 
contains significant and questionable 
spending increases from the original 
authorization requested by the Pen-
tagon. 

This bill recommends a total spend-
ing level for the Pentagon of $267.3 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1997, an extra $13 bil-
lion beyond everything the Pentagon 
requested for the year. In today’s cli-
mate of budget cuts, Federal deficits, 
and balanced budget debate, it is irre-
sponsible to spend an additional $13 bil-
lion on top of the Pentagon’s budget 
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request. It is a rare Government agen-
cy that is granted everything it asks 
for in its annual budget, and an addi-
tional allocation of $13 billion above 
and beyond its top request level is 
quite extreme. Balancing the budget is 
a priority for me. I do not believe that 
we can afford to spend this much 
money—especially when military ex-
perts question the need for it. 

One example of this bill’s over-
spending is the case of the F–16. The 
Department of Defense has planned to 
build four F–16’s in fiscal year 1997. 
When asked what additional resources 
they might need related to the F–16 
program, DOD responded that they 
ideally would like to have two more, 
for a total of six. The Senate Armed 
Services Committee somehow consid-
ered it prudent to provide an additional 
$107.4 million so that the Air Force 
may purchase a total of eight F–16’s. 
This is a national defense bill, not a 
national jobs bill. 

I am also puzzled by the committee’s 
position on the funding of nuclear at-
tack submarines. Although a full pro-
curement plan was laid out by the com-
mittee in last year’s defense authoriza-
tion bill, this year’s bill overrides that 
schedule and instead spends $701 mil-
lion to accelerate the development of 
these submarines. Although some may 
assert that forcing production costs to 
occur earlier saves money, there is a 
point where acceleration of production 
actually costs more money in the long 
run. If engineers are not provided 
enough time to work out the bugs of a 
new design before building phase II of 
the same vehicle, cost overruns are 
likely to occur. There are sound rea-
sons why we take time when devel-
oping a new combat vehicle, and to 
suggest that speeding up production 
saves money is not always the case. 

Some of the most dangerous provi-
sions in this bill are in the section on 
ballistic missile defense. The Senate 
has already considered alternative bal-
listic missile defense policy this year 
in the Defend America Act. It is clear 
that there is not overwhelming support 
for an acceleration of a ballistic mis-
sile defense system. 

The President vetoed last year’s de-
fense authorization bill because it 
mandated deployment of a national 
missile defense system. The adminis-
tration’s current deployment policy is 
a 3+3 program which continues re-
search for 3 years—into fiscal year 
1999—and allows a decision to be made 
at that time to deploy a national mis-
sile defense system in 3 years or to con-
tinue research if the perceived threat 
does not warrant deployment. The 
committee has added $300 million to 
the national missile defense accounts 
in an effort to make sure that a system 
is deployable by 2003. Since the admin-
istration has not changed its position 
on reviewing deployment in 3 years, for 
the committee to suggest that deploy-
ment is needed in 3 years is beyond the 
previous mandate of the Senate and 
equivalent to asking for a veto from 
the President. 

It is not just the ballistic missile de-
fense policy questions that I would call 
into question. The committee has 
added $856 million to the Pentagon’s 
$2.8 billion request for funding the Bal-
listic Missile Defense Organization 
[BMDO]. The committee boosts star 
wars funding by adding $40 million to 
the requested $7.4 million for the Ap-
plied Interceptor Technology Program; 
by adding $70 million to the requested 
$30 million for the space-based laser; by 
adding $140 million to the requested 
$482 million for the theater high alti-
tude area defense system; and by add-
ing $246 million to the requested $58.2 
million for the Navy upper tier system. 
These aggressive funding increases 
clearly accelerate development of the 
star wars initiative far beyond what 
the Pentagon had requested; this addi-
tional level of spending is almost 
unfathomable in an age of fiscal aus-
terity. 

In addition, this bill contains lan-
guage that would impede efforts the 
President is making to abide by the 
Antiballistic Missile Treaty. The ABM 
Treaty was originally negotiated in 
1972 between the United States and the 
Soviet Union; since the breakup of the 
Soviet Union, President Clinton has 
been trying to determine how the trea-
ty can still apply to the independent 
states now replacing the former Soviet 
Union. The committee states that 
‘‘* * * the United States shall not be 
bound by any international agreement 
entered into by the President that 
would add one or more countries to the 
ABM Treaty or would otherwise con-
vert the treaty from a bilateral to a 
multilateral treaty, unless the agree-
ment is entered pursuant to the treaty 
making power under the Constitution.’’ 
The administration has expressed seri-
ous reservations with this language. If 
this language is adopted, Russians will 
have ample reason to believe that the 
United States no longer intends to 
abide by the provisions of the ABM 
Treaty and would likely become reluc-
tant to negotiate any further nuclear 
weapon reductions. 

Mr. President, we really ought to 
think twice before we vote on this bill. 
With an extra $13 billion in increased 
spending levels and substantive 
changes in ballistic missile defense pol-
icy, I do not feel comfortable sup-
porting it. I urge my colleagues to vote 
against it. 

CRITICAL DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PROGRAMS 
Mr. THURMOND. I rise to discuss the 

important national security and envi-
ronmental missions that are carried 
out at the Department of Energy’s Sa-
vannah River Site and invite the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico 
to engage me in a colloquy on this 
matter. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I would be happy to 
engage the Senator from South Caro-
lina in a colloquy. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
programs carried out at Savannah 
River are among the most important in 
the Nation. From nuclear waste proc-

essing to defense production, the Sa-
vannah River Site hosts a unique mix 
of skills and capabilities that are crit-
ical to our national interest. Many of 
these capabilities do not exist any-
where else in the DOE weapons com-
plex. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I would agree with 
the Senator that the missions carried 
out at the Savannah River Site are 
critical, not only for the citizens of 
South Carolina, but for the Nation as a 
whole. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Savannah 
River Site is currently the only site in 
the DOE weapons complex with the ca-
pability to process high-level radio-
active waste and spent nuclear fuel 
rods in such a way that these wastes 
will be acceptable for permanent, geo-
logic disposal. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am aware that S. 
1745 provides an additional $43 million 
to keep the F- and H-canyon processing 
facilities in full operation in order to 
accelerate treatment of spent nuclear 
fuel and other wastes located at Savan-
nah River. I am also aware that S. 1745 
provides an additional $15 million for 
the newly constructed defense waste 
processing facility to accelerate the 
volume of wastes to be processed and 
packaged for disposal. I fully support 
these initiatives and will ensure that 
they are among my highest priorities 
as the Energy and Water Appropria-
tions Subcommittee moves forward 
with its fiscal year 1997 appropriations 
bill and that bill is signed into law. 

Mr. THURMOND. I appreciate the 
distinguished Senator’s support of 
these programs. In addition to those 
environmental missions, the Savannah 
River Site also has very important na-
tional security missions. The com-
mittee required the Department of En-
ergy to accelerate its phased approach 
to restring tritium production. Tritium 
is a critical element in ensuring the 
credibility of our nuclear deterrent and 
it is essential that the Department of 
Energy move forward as rapidly as pos-
sible to select a production technology. 

In addition, the committee restored 
$45 million to the Department of En-
ergy production plants and provided 
additional funds for manufacturing 
modernization, both at the National 
Laboratories and production plants. 
These programs will ensure that the 
Department can maintain the skills 
and capabilities to meet its national 
security missions well into the future. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I am aware that S. 
1745 provides an additional $60 million 
to the administration’s request to ac-
celerate the Department’s decision to 
restore tritium production by the year 
2005. I am also aware that S. 1745 pro-
vides an additional $45 million to re-
store DOE cuts to the important func-
tions carried out at DOE production 
plants. I support these initiatives. I 
want to indicate that the important 
items contained in this colloquy and 
the other important programs for the 
Department of Energy can be funded if 
the allocation to the Energy and Water 
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Subcommittee provided by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee is agreed to. 
The House has not agreed to such allo-
cations as of this time. If the House 
and Senate appropriations conferees do 
not agree on such allocations, I will do 
my best to ensure that the programs 
we have just discussed and the base ad-
ministration request for the Savannah 
River Site are among my highest prior-
ities during the House-Senate appro-
priations conference. 

Mr. THURMOND. I appreciate the 
commitment that the able Senator 
from New Mexico has expressed for 
these programs. I look forward to 
working with my colleagues to ensure 
that these programs are fully imple-
mented. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4382 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to support the Feinstein, Kyl, 
Grassley amendment that will estab-
lish a more vigilant system of over-
sight of the sale of chemicals from 
Government stockpiles. Recently, Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN’s office in California no-
ticed a large, commercial sale of iodine 
from DOD stockpiles on the open mar-
ket. Iodine is one of the precursor 
chemicals used in the manufacture of 
methamphetamine. Both Senator FEIN-
STEIN and I have been very concerned 
about the manufacture and sale of this 
very dangerous drug. Together we have 
sponsored legislation that would in-
crease controls over the chemicals used 
in making meth. Thus, when Senator 
FEINSTEIN’s office noticed the sale of 
large quantities of iodine by DOD they 
asked if the Government authorities 
knew who their customers were. It was 
a good question. They did not. With the 
realization that the Government could 
have found itself selling chemicals to 
possible illegal drug dealers, it became 
clear that the amendment that is being 
offered was an important step. By ask-
ing for a review of future sales by the 
Administrator of the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration, the amendment 
establishes a safeguard on inappro-
priate sales while still permitting 
agencies to sell surplus items. I am 
pleased to support this timely and es-
sential amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4420 
Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I would 

like to enter into a colloquy with the 
distinguished chairman of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, Senator 
STROM THURMOND and my distinguished 
colleague from Alabama, Senator HOW-
ELL HEFLIN. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I wel-
come the opportunity to enter into a 
colloquy with the distinguished chair-
man and my fellow Alabamian. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I too 
would be happy to enter into a col-
loquy with my friends from Alabama. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. Chairman, I dis-
agree with premise of Senator 
CONRAD’s sense of the Senate amend-
ment regarding the Air Force’s Na-
tional Missile Defense proposal. The 
program would violate the ABM Treaty 
and perhaps even the START I Treaty, 

the cornerstone of nuclear arms reduc-
tion. I certainly hope that the commit-
tee’s acceptance of this sense of Senate 
amendment does not constitute an en-
dorsement of this highly questionable 
program. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I agree with Senator 
SHELBY that the Air Force program is 
a bad idea. It is dead-end technology 
that would leave us with a system of 
extremely limited capability and no 
growth potential to meet a changing 
threat. I, too, hope that the committee 
has not expressed an endorsement by 
accepting this amendment. 

Mr. THURMOND. The committee 
does not specifically endorse the Air 
Force proposal. I strongly support the 
Ballistic Missile Defense Organiza-
tion’s existing National Missile De-
fense program which includes the 
ground based interceptor, ground based 
radar and the Space and Missile Track-
ing System. I agree that this proposal 
presents a number of serious questions 
regarding arms control implications 
and potential future growth. The com-
mittee supports the need to have a se-
rious examination of these questions 
before any significant amount of fund-
ing is directed to further evaluating 
the Air Force Proposal. 

Mr. SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man, for addressing our concerns. 

Mr. SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

TAXPAYER SUBSIDIES FOR MILITARY 
CONTRACTOR MERGERS 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk No. 4178. It 
deals with taxpayer subsides for mili-
tary contractor mergers. This is a very 
important and timely amendment. I 
was outraged to learn recently that 
taxpayers are being asked to foot the 
bill, in one case to the tune of up to 
$1.6 billion, for these mergers. 

In the interest of not delaying my 
colleagues, and to give an opportunity 
to continue discussions with those who 
have raised concerns about my amend-
ment, I will defer offering it until we 
get the DOD appropriations bill early 
next month. 

The House Appropriations Com-
mittee adopted a bipartisan amend-
ment identical to mine earlier this 
month. Therefore, that would be an ap-
propriate vehicle. 

Before I end, I just wanted to have 
printed in the RECORD several quotes 
from different groups on this subject. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

It’s time for the Pentagon to drop this ri-
diculous ‘‘money for nothing’’ policy.—Tax-
payers for Common Sense 

The new policy is unneeded, establishes in-
appropriate government intervention in the 
economy, promotes layoffs of high-wage 
jobs, pays for excessive CEO salaries, and is 
likely to cost the government billions of dol-
lars.—Project on Government Oversight 

The costs associated with mergers should 
not be absorbed by Federal taxpayers. This is 
an egregious example of unwarranted cor-
porate welfare in our budget.—The CATO In-
stitute 

. . .[T]axpayer subsidization is no more 
necessary today to promote acquisitions and 
mergers than it has ever been. Just about 
every major defense company today is the 
product of a merger, some of them decades 
old. . . Even today in the supposed ‘‘bull mar-
ket,’’ plenty of bidders vie for the available 
companies. . . It is hard to believe that if 
taxpayer subsidies were not available, com-
panies would not buy available assets if it 
made good business sense. If they paid a lit-
tle less for their acquisitions, the taxpayers 
rather than the stockholders would ben-
efit.—Lawrenece J. Korb, Under-Secretary of 
Defense under President Reagan 

Mr. HARKIN. We simply must make 
reforms here. So, I will pursue this on 
the DOD appropriations bill and try to 
put an end to this ill-advised waste of 
taxpayer money. I look forward to 
working together with Senator NUNN 
and other of my colleagues in reaching 
a successful conclusion to this issue. I 
appreciate his good faith efforts to try 
to resolve this and I believe the addi-
tional time may help us to that end. 

f 

TRANSFER OF THE U.S. AIR 
FORCE HOUSING PROJECT 
KINGSLEY ANNEX 

Mr. NUNN. I yield to Mr. WYDEN. 
Mr. WYDEN. I thank the Senator. I 

would just like to engage the Senator 
in a colloquy about a provision in this 
bill giving the Department of Defense 
the authority to transfer contaminated 
Federal property before the complete 
remediation of all the environmental 
problems at a property. While I believe 
that it is important that the Depart-
ment take responsibility for the envi-
ronmental clean up of its properties, I 
recognize that there are some prop-
erties which have been abandoned and 
have not received sufficent remedial 
action. This appears to be the case 
with an Air Force housing project 
called Kingsley Annex in Klamath 
Falls, OR. 

Kingsley Annex consists of 290 units 
of housing that are sitting vacant in an 
area with a serious lack of housing, 
particularly, low income housing. A 
local nonprofit, SoCO Development, 
Inc. is interested in developing this 
property to be used for low-income 
housing; however, the property has a 
lead-based paint problem. The property 
has remained vacant because it is not 
high enough on the list of Air Force 
priorities to receive money for a clean 
up. 

At no cost to the Federal Govern-
ment, SoCO is willing to remediate the 
problem of lead-based paint and meet 
the HUD standards for reduction of 
lead-based paint on federally owned 
residential property, as well as reme-
diate a number of other environmental 
hazards on the site. However, they need 
possession of the property before they 
can invest in a clean up. 

In my view it is consistent with this 
provision for the Air Force to work 
with groups like SoCO Development, 
Inc., to use the new authority in this 
bill to turn over property for purposes 
such as low-income housing with the 
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conditions that ensure that the envi-
ronmental problems are remediated. 

Mr. NUNN. I assure the Senator from 
Oregon that this is consistent with the 
provisions in this language to encour-
age the Air Force to resolve situations 
like the one at Kingsley Annex. I also 
assure the Senator that I will work 
with him to help resolve the problem 
at Kingsley Annex, and I encourage the 
Air Force to move ahead with this 
project under this new authority. 

ABM MULTILATERALIZATION 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I wish to 

enter into a colloquy with the distin-
guished Chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, Senator THURMOND. 
Today we are agreeing to a unanimous- 
consent agreement concerning a num-
ber of items, including the substitution 
of sense of the Senate language for the 
binding language in this bill relative to 
the multilateralization of the ABM 
Treaty. 

The issue of the treaty obligations of 
successor states to the former Soviet 
Union is of particular importance to 
the Senate because it concerns the 
Senate’s unique constitutional respon-
sibility to provide advice and consent 
to the ratification of treaties. 

The unanimous-consent agreement 
provides for hearings on this issue be-
cause it raises the question of whether 
the many treaties with the USSR, rel-
ative to arms control, trade and other 
matters, which are acceded to by com-
ponents of the former Soviet Union, 
now successor states, need to be re- 
ratified by the United States Senate. 
This issue has important ramifications 
for our relations with Russia and the 
other successor states, and also for 
American security in many other im-
portant ways. 

While the bill, as amended by the 
unanimous-consent agreement, now 
states what the current sense of the 
Senate is, the Committee hearings pro-
vided for in the unanimous-consent 
agreement are important because they 
will assure the Senate’s ability to fully 
and deliberately consider how we im-
plement treaties with nations that 
split into separate sovereign states. 

Would the distinguished Chairman of 
the Committee agree with this assess-
ment? 

Mr. THURMOND. The distinguished 
ranking Member of the Armed Services 
Committee fairly characterizes the sit-
uation. However, the hearings on this 
matter do not preclude, and should not 
be construed as a substitute for, the 
Senate’s constitutional role in advice 
and consent to ratification of treaties 
and international agreements. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Chairman. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to rise in support of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee’s rec-
ommendations contained in the fiscal 
year 1997 national defense authoriza-
tion bill now pending before the Sen-
ate. 

Overall, I believe this is an excellent 
bill, and I congratulate Chairman 
THURMOND for leading the committee 
through our markup of this bill. Let 
me also offer my sincere thanks to Les 

Brownlee and the staff of the com-
mittee for their professionalism and 
diligence in conducting a well-orga-
nized and very efficient markup proc-
ess. 

For the second year in a row, the Re-
publican Congress has successfully in-
creased the administration’s inad-
equate defense budget request, slowing 
the too-rapid decline in defense spend-
ing which threatens to jeopardize the 
future readiness of our Armed Forces, 
The committee-reported bill authorizes 
nearly $13 billion more than the Presi-
dent’s budget request for defense pro-
grams, with more than $7 billion allo-
cated for procurement of additional 
weapons systems. 

Although I am not completely satis-
fied with some of the committee’s rec-
ommendations, the majority of this 
added funding is authorized for high- 
priority programs of the military serv-
ices. The bill provides much-needed 
funding for essential tactical aircraft 
and missiles, improved communica-
tions systems, theater and national 
missile defense systems, and other high 
technology equipment which the Clin-
ton administration failed to fund. 

I am also pleased that the committee 
adopted most of the recommendations 
of the Readiness Subcommittee, in-
cluding: 

A provision to dispose of unneeded 
stockpile items which will reduce the 
deficit by $650 million; 

A provision to terminate defense 
spending for a Justice Department-run 
center to gather intelligence on illegal 
drug activities; and 

A provision requiring organizers of 
civilian sporting events to agree to re-
imburse the Department of Defense for 
the cost of providing security and 
other support services, but only if the 
event makes a profit; and 

A provision requiring the military 
Service Chiefs to provide an analysis of 
an alternative readiness management 
system, called tiered readiness, which I 
proposed in a recent paper. 

I appreciate very much the coopera-
tion of my colleagues in formulating a 
compromise proposal to resolve the dif-
ficult issue of allocating workload be-
tween public and private maintenance 
depots. The provisions adopted by the 
committee revise the current 60–40 pub-
lic-private workload allocation to a 50– 
50 formula, pending receipt of core 
workload data from the Department of 
Defense. The committee also adopted a 
requirement for competition at Kelly 
and McClellan Air Force Bases in ad-
vance of implementing any privatiza-
tion-in-place proposal. 

The committee also adopted several 
other amendments dealing with policy 
matters of particular importance. 

First, the committee adopted an 
amendment to repeal provisions of the 
fiscal year 1996 Defense Authorization 
Act related to missing service per-
sonnel. These provisions were identi-
fied by the military leadership as bur-
densome and unnecessary. I appreciate 
the support of my committee col-
leagues in repealing these unworkable 
provisions, and I look forward to their 

support in our conference with the 
House of Representatives. 

The committee also adopted an 
amendment to provide the Secretary of 
Defense with the authority to waive 
counterproductive ‘‘Buy America’’ re-
strictions which were adopted in last 
year’s defense authorization bill. The 
new waiver may be exercised at the 
Secretary’s discretion to allow the De-
partment of Defense to purchase items 
from a firm located in a foreign coun-
try, if that country has a reciprocal de-
fense procurement memorandum of un-
derstanding with the United States. 
The new waiver will once again allow 
free trade between the United States 
and our allies for defense contracts. 

The committee also adopted a pro-
posal directing the Department of De-
fense to follow a uniform policy with 
respect to military personnel who have 
illnesses that prevent them from serv-
ing overseas. In my view, it is uncon-
scionable that military personnel in-
fected with the AIDS virus would be 
treated any differently than others 
who cannot deploy for health reasons. 
This provision would ensure uniformity 
in the Department’s discharge policy 
for nondeployable personnel. I sin-
cerely hope we are able to maintain 
this fair and compassionate position in 
our conference with the House. 

Again, I offer my sincere thanks and 
congratulations to Chairman THUR-
MOND and Senator NUNN and the com-
mittee staff for their hard work in suc-
cessfully crafting a balanced defense 
bill. However, I am sorry to note that 
the practice of pork-barrel spending is 
still evident in the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee. 

Mr. President, in past years, defense 
bills have been filled with pork-barrel 
projects which did little to enhance our 
military capabilities. Last year, the 
Congress wasted nearly $4 billion on 
pork-barrel projects like the Seawolf 
submarine, B–2 bomber, and other 
wasteful projects. This year, I am 
pleased that the practice of adding 
funds for Members’ special interests 
seems to have declined significantly. 
However, there are several pro-
grammatic recommendations in this 
bill which, in my view, constitute 
pork-barrel spending. 

First, and most egregious, the Com-
mittee added almost $600 million in 
unrequested military construction 
projects. The close attention focused 
on military construction pork in the 
past at least forced greater scrutiny of 
the add-on list this year. All of these 
projects met the established criteria 
for add-ons, and most of them were in-
cluded on the military Services’ pri-
ority lists. However, I cannot accept 
the apparent assumption that projects 
planned for construction in the next 
century are as high a priority as 
projects planned for next year’s budget, 
and I had hoped that the Committee 
would focus on adding money for 
projects planned for 1998 or 1999. 
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The military construction projects 

added by the Committee were not in-
cluded in my Subcommittee’s mark, 
and I strongly objected to their inclu-
sion in the Committee bill. At the ap-
propriate time, I will offer an amend-
ment to strike these projects. 

Another perennial favorite is the ad-
dition of hundreds of millions of dollars 
for unrequested equipment for the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve. This bill in-
cludes an additional $759.8 million in 
the National Guard and Reserve Equip-
ment account, plus as much as $242 
million in additional unrequested 
equipment earmarked for the Guard 
and Reserve in the regular Service pro-
curement accounts. Within this 
amount is $284 million for 6 
unrequested C–130J aircraft for the 
Guard and Reserve—a tactical airlift 
aircraft that the active Air Force has 
not yet been able to afford. 

The active Air Force did request 
funding to procure one C–130J tactical 
airlift aircraft. However, the Com-
mittee decided not to authorize this 
asset for the active Air Force. Instead, 
the Committee recommended $204.5 
million for an additional three C–130Js, 
including funding to modify these air-
craft to a weather reconnaissance role, 
and then transferred all four aircraft to 
WC–130 weather reconnaissance squad-
ron in Mississippi. It is inexplicable to 
me why the Committee would choose 
to divert these aircraft from the active 
Air Force, where they would have re-
placed aging C–130E models, and in-
stead use them to replace newer C–130H 
models in a weather reconnaissance 
unit. Further, the Air Force plans to 
eliminate nearly 90 aircraft from its 
current C–130 fleet to conform with the 
Mobility Requirements Study, yet the 
Committee recommended adding these 
4 aircraft plus 6 more C–130s for the 
Guard and Reserve. 

The Committee’s rationale for adding 
these aircraft, reflected in the report 
language, appears to be that the weath-
er reconnaissance mission could ben-
efit from near-term modernization. 
That argument, in my view, could eas-
ily apply to the thousands of Service 
priorities which were not included in 
this bill and which, in my view, would 
contribute much more to our national 
defense than an upgraded weather re-
connaissance capability. 

Mr. President, I am well aware of the 
argument that the active military 
Services do not adequately provide for 
the needs of the Guard and Reserve, 
but I do not believe the Congress, or 
the individual Adjutants General, can 
properly prioritize their needs. The 
Senate Armed Services Committee has 
repeatedly urged the Services to in-
clude Guard and Reserve requirements 
in their budget requests. I think we 
should enlist the obviously widespread 
support of our Senate colleagues and 
the State Adjutants General to ensure 
that Guard and Reserve priorities are 
included in the budget formulation 
process, rather than continuing to im-
pose on the Guard and Reserve our own 

politicized judgments about specific 
weapons systems and projects. 

Another questionable add-on in this 
bill is a $15 million increase for the 
High Frequency Active Auroral Re-
search Program, or HAARP. This pro-
gram has benefited from congressional 
add-ons since 1990, costing a total of $76 
million in just seven years, with an-
other $115 million required before the 
project can be completed in 2001. Yet it 
remains unclear what military benefit 
might accrue from the construction of 
a facility to study the aurora borealis. 

Proponents of the program argue 
that it should be a part of the counter- 
proliferation program of the Depart-
ment of Defense because it will be able 
to detect underground tunnels and 
structures. However, the Air Force, 
which manages the program for the De-
partment of Defense, noted in April of 
last year that the research is not suffi-
ciently mature to warrant its inclusion 
in the nonproliferation and counter- 
proliferation program. 

Proponents also argue that the pro-
gram will have application for commu-
nications, navigation, and surveillance 
missions. Yet, the Department of De-
fense did not include this $15 million in 
its budget request for fiscal year 1997, 
and it was not included on their pri-
ority lists for additional funds. That 
indicates to me that, in competition 
with other militarily relevant pro-
grams, HAARP is not a high priority 
for the military. 

Mr. President, in my view, the Con-
gress should stop compelling the mili-
tary Services to pursue research pro-
grams that do not meet their require-
ments. Spending hundreds of millions 
of defense dollars to study the energy 
of the aurora borealis is, in my view, 
and unconscionable waste of taxpayer 
dollars. This program should be turned 
over to a privately funded university, 
research institution, or other organiza-
tion where it could be pursued as a 
purely scientific endeavor. 

The Committee also included a provi-
sion in the bill that establishes a cum-
bersome and expensive new bureauc-
racy to coordinate the Navy’s oceano-
graphic research activities. The addi-
tion of $99.4 million for two new ocean-
ographic ships does not trouble me, 
since these ships were included in the 
Navy’s shipbuilding plan. Nor does the 
addition of $6 million to replace worn 
equipment used by the Navy in its 
oceanographic survey and research ac-
tivities. In fact, I do not necessarily 
dispute the assertion that Navy ocean-
ographic research is underfunded. How-
ever, I see no need to establish a multi- 
tiered organization to ensure that the 
Navy has access to all Federal and civil 
research in oceanography. 

The bill sets aside $13 million to fund 
a new bureaucracy which would, in my 
view, only hinder the efficient and ef-
fective expenditure of Federal funds for 
militarily relevant oceanographic re-
search. In addition, the criteria and 
processes for appointment to these var-
ious new entities seem vague, as do the 

particular responsibilities and authori-
ties of these seemingly overlapping or-
ganizations. Finally, the outyear fund-
ing requirements for this new bureauc-
racy are unknown, and I question 
whether the Navy can afford this po-
tential funding drain in the future. 

Mr. President, I believe the com-
mittee would have been better served 
to increase the funding available to the 
Navy for its oceanography program, to-
gether with specific legislative author-
ity for the Navy to explore private sec-
tor efforts which might be of utility to 
the Navy. In this way, the Navy would 
be spared the burden of a new bureauc-
racy and, at the same time, would be 
able to benefit from privately funded 
research and other activities. 

Finally, again this year, the com-
mittee included legislative language 
and additional funding for the New At-
tack Submarine program which is de-
signed to ensure that the first two, and 
perhaps four, of these submarines are 
allocated equally between the two 
competing shipyards. The legislative 
language is essentially the same as 
that adopted last year, which earmarks 
at least one submarine each for New-
port News and Electric Boat shipyards. 
The bill includes an additional $701 
million for advance procurement for 
the second new attack submarine to 
ensure that Newport News receives its 
fair share of this program. 

Mr. President, I did not support this 
approach last year because it defeats 
any pretense at competition between 
the yards, earmarks multi-billions of 
dollars for each of the yards, and is 
based on a faulty assumption that the 
Nation requires two shipyards to en-
sure its nuclear submarine industrial 
base. I still question why the Navy is 
retiring SSN–688 submarines early in 
order to accommodate the Seawolf and 
new attack submarines in a drastically 
reduced attack submarine fleet, and I 
do not understand why we are buying 
New Attack Submarines, which are less 
capable than Seawolf submarines, when 
they cost as much as Seawolf sub-
marines—about $2.5 billion each. I 
think the committee should consider 
deferring this funding until it is nec-
essary and allocate this $701 million to 
other Navy priorities. 

Mr. President, these pork-barrel 
projects add up to more than $2 billion. 
I am astonished that, once again, after 
fighting hard to sustain a much-needed 
increase in the defense budget, the 
committee chose to spend these funds 
on pork. 

Last year, we wasted $4 billion, or 
more than half of the total Defense 
budget increase, on pork-barrel 
projects. I suppose this year’s bill 
shows progress of a sort—we are only 
wasting $2 billion. 

But, Mr. President, I will say again 
that the American people will not 
stand for this type of wasteful spending 
of their tax dollars. If we in Congress 
refuse to halt the pork-barrelling, it 
will be more and more difficult to ex-
plain to the American people why we 
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need to maintain adequate defense 
spending. 

Mr. President, recent polls indicate 
that national defense will probably not 
be an issue in the Presidential cam-
paign. Less than 5 percent of those 
polled indicated that defense is an 
issue of concern to them in considering 
their vote. Instead, Americans are con-
cerned about balancing the budget, re-
ducing taxes, and improving their qual-
ity of life, among other things. 

So how do we explain to the citizens 
of this country why we need to spend 
$11 billion more for defense this year, 
when we waste $2 billion on pork? How 
do we explain why we need to maintain 
a strong military to ensure our Na-
tion’s future security? How do we 
credibly argue that this added $11 bil-
lion is necessary for national defense, 
when $2 billion is spent for projects 
that do little or nothing to contribute 
to our security? 

Mr. President, we have made progress 
in reducing the amount of defense 
pork-barrelling. But we have a long 
way to go—$2 billion, to be precise. For 
the sake of ensuring public support for 
adequate defense spending in the fu-
ture, we have to completely eliminate 
pork-barrel spending now. 

Mr. President, let me conclude by 
saying, again, that I believe this is, 
overall, a very good defense bill, and I 
voted in favor of reporting the bill to 
the Senate. However, with the budget 
resolution conference completed, this 
bill will have to be reduced by about 
$1.7 billion to stay within the budget 
targets for defense. To meet this tar-
get, I urge my committee colleagues to 
look carefully at these pork-barrel add- 
ons. We must protect the high-priority 
military programs in this bill which 
contribute to the future readiness of 
our Armed Forces. We should cut out 
the pork first. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the 
clarion call of this Congress, and the 
current administration, has been to 
balance the budget. To reduce the Fed-
eral deficit and balance the budget. I 
believe that, with the passage of this 
bill, the Senate takes a step away from 
that goal. The fiscal year 1997 Depart-
ment of Defense authorization bill au-
thorizes a total of approximately $265.7 
billion for national defense programs, 
which is more than $11.2 billion more 
than the administration requested. I 
have to question the sincerity, and cer-
tainly the logic, of those who ardently 
advocate for a balanced budget while 
refusing to look realistically at defense 
spending. 

When we speak of health care, edu-
cation, and foreign aid, the self-pro-
fessed fiscal conservatives rave about 
how the public must be prepared to 
sacrifice today to preserve the future. 
About how the Federal Government 
must cut costs and eliminate waste. 
And about how there is not one extra 
penny to spare for even the most essen-
tial domestic programs. Yet, when we 
even broach the subject of significantly 
reducing military spending, these same 

fiscal conservatives take to the floor 
and raise the specter of national secu-
rity as justification for maintaining an 
unconscionable level of funding. 

Congress and the administration 
must share the blame for the failure to 
significantly reduce defense spending. 
Over the next 6 years, both the admin-
istration’s and the Congress’ budget 
plans call for $1.6 trillion in military 
spending. This would mean that during 
the decade of the 1990’s, the United 
States Government will have spent 
somewhere in the neighborhood of $2.7 
trillion on its military. This, when we 
haven’t even yet begun to pay off the 
tremendous debts incurred during the 
massive military build-up of the 1980’s. 

For fiscal year 1997, the Senate has 
added $11.2 billion dollars to the admin-
istration’s request for the Department 
of Defense. Much has been made of the 
fact that each of the Joint Chiefs came 
to Capitol Hill earlier this year and 
presented a list of additional programs 
and projects they needed beyond the 
initial request. These soon became re-
ferred to as their wish lists. And, of 
course, Congress dutifully added the 
funds for those items. 

There has developed an attitude here 
that to question the funding requests 
from the Pentagon is to undermine the 
Nation’s security. To spend a penny 
less than what is requested, it is sug-
gested, will put our security into jeop-
ardy. I think we should recognize that 
the posture and weapons systems re-
quested by the Defense Department as 
essential to security do not carry with 
them any mandate from heaven. It is 
the estimation of dedicated people 
working in an enormously complex bu-
reaucracy and influenced heavily by 
the interests and biases of that bu-
reaucracy. Moreover, it must be re-
membered that the Defense Depart-
ment defines and regards ‘‘national se-
curity’’ in the most narrow vein. Only 
the military factor is considered. 

But when Congress evaluates the na-
tional security, it must recognize that 
our true security is a combination of 
economic health, political stability, 
and domestic tranquility, as well as 
our military resources. Congress has 
the unique task of judging the relation-
ship of all these factors as it attempts 
to ensure our overall national security. 
We have the responsibility of 
prioritizing our limited resources, and 
we must keep in mind that the most 
important element of our defense pol-
icy is the will of our people. The dis-
illusionment and dissatisfaction caused 
by the lack of adequate education, 
health services, and housing creates as 
great a threat to our national security 
as anything we may face outside our 
own borders. 

President Eisenhower, one of Amer-
ica’s most celebrated and dedicated 
military leaders, used to say that mili-
tary strength is only the sharp edge of 
the sword. The strength of the blade, 
and therefore of the sword, is based on 
the economic might and political free-
dom of the American people. Today, 

the United States leads the world in 
military power, yet we lag behind 
other developed nations in literacy, per 
capita income, infant mortality, doc-
tor-patient ratios, and other important 
indicators of a society’s strength. 

We must realize that our national se-
curity is not solely dependant on our 
military might. The prevailing con-
sensus around here seems to be that if 
it doesn’t fly, shoot, float or explode, 
then it isn’t relevant to the security of 
our country. But unless we can enjoy a 
strong economy, adequate housing, 
good nutrition, educational oppor-
tunity, satisfying employment, and the 
liberties on which our Nation was 
founded, we are not truly secure, no 
matter how many arms and men we 
can muster against an enemy. This 
broader definition of ‘‘national secu-
rity’’ must be kept in mind when con-
sidering the allocation of our financial 
resources in the federal budget. In my 
opinion, the Senate has failed in its re-
sponsibility to do so today by author-
izing over $267 billion dollars for mili-
tary spending at the expense of much 
needed domestic programs. 

We must examine our military re-
quirements carefully, so that we don’t 
rob ourselves of the resources nec-
essary to provide a high standard of 
living for every American. This bill 
fails in that regard, and therefore I 
cannot support it. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the DOD authoriza-
tion bill for fiscal year 1997. This is a 
responsible bill that provides contin-
ued national security and properly 
funds modernization and operating ac-
counts. 

As the front page of any newspaper in 
this country today reminds us, we con-
tinue to live in a dangerous and uncer-
tain world. Civil and international con-
flicts can begin by the assassination of 
a national leader, the blockade of ship-
ping lanes, or ethnic strife. Our mili-
tary response to these conflicts can 
vary from peacekeeping, humanitarian, 
and peace enforcement operations to 
full scale deployment. Because we con-
tinue to ask our military to participate 
in more and more operations other 
than war, we not only must plan and 
prepare to send our troops to an inter-
national border to protect our allies or 
our citizens living overseas, but to pro-
tect foreign civilians in peacekeeping 
and humanitarian operations. 

While the fiscal year 1997 DOD au-
thorization bill is nearly $12 billion 
higher than the President’s budget re-
quest, it keeps total defense spending 
$5.6 billion below last year’s inflation 
adjusted level. Although some of my 
colleagues may think this a negligible 
reduction, this is the 12th year in a row 
where the U.S. defense budget is less 
than it was the year before; $7.6 billion 
of these additional funds were allo-
cated to modernization of our weapons 
systems to that the men and women of 
our Armed Forces have access to the 
best technology and safest equipment 
possible. 
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At a time when we are asking our 

soldiers to do more and more with less, 
we must strive to provide them with 
reliable systems that are capable of 
carrying out a variety of missions. 

Concern over the funding levels for 
the new military equipment was noted 
by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, General Shalikavili, is especially 
worrisome in the area of procurement 
and research and development. During 
their testimony before the Senate 
Armed Service Committee, General 
Shalikavili and the service chiefs rec-
ommended that the procurement ac-
count be funded at $60 billion in fiscal 
year 1997. 

This bill also increases funding in the 
service’s day-to-day operating ac-
counts. Reduced funding threatened to 
limit the ability of the services and 
Guard and Reserve forces to carry out 
the airlift, support, medical, and 
counterdrug tasks asked of them. For 
example, the committee increase fund-
ing for the Air National Guard by $76 
million to ensure that it could carry 
out its aircraft and mission support op-
erations. The committee also rightly 
increased the level of funding for the 
Defense Department’s counterdrug ac-
tivities. These missions, especially 
those carried out by the National 
Guard, have had a substantial impact 
on reducing the flow of drugs into this 
Nation. As a Senator from California, 
where illegal drugs are an epidemic, I 
am very pleased with this action. 

This year’s defense bill also recog-
nizes the needs of our men and women 
in uniform. I believe the committee 
wisely included additional military 
construction projects, a 4-percent in-
crease in the basic allowance for quar-
ters, and a 3-percent pay raise to better 
our uniformed military’s standard of 
living. 

I do not, however, support all the 
extra funds that were added to this 
bill. I felt it important to support Sen-
ator DORGAN’s amendment to cut $300 
million from national missile defense 
funding. I believe that a national mis-
sile defense is a laudable goal, and I 
certainly want to see different Anti- 
Ballistic Missile [ABM] Treaty compli-
ant national missile defense systems 
studied. But, the cold war is over. 
There is no immediate or even mid-
term threat to U.S. security that sug-
gests the need for an immediate devel-
opment and deployment of a national 
missile defense system. Only Russia 
and China have nuclear armed ICBM’s 
that can reach the United States—and 
China has no more than a dozen or so 
of these weapons. There is consensus 
within the national intelligence com-
munity that it is very unlikely that 
additional countries can or will build 
ICBM’s within the next two decades. In 
addition, the Pentagon’s Joint Re-
quirements Oversight Council [JROC] 
believes that with current and pro-
jected ballistic missile threats, the 
funding level for developing a national 
missile defense system should be no 
more than $500 million per year. 

Funding at this level will allow the 
United States to continue to field crit-
ical theater missile defenses and na-
tional missile defense systems to meet 
projected threats, save money, and 
achieve an affordable ballistic missile 
defense. Should threats to the United 
States materialize, it will give us suffi-
cient lead time to respond to those 
threats, at that time and as necessary, 
with appropriately higher funding and 
a more aggressive national missile de-
fense program. 

I also supported the Wellstone 
amendment to transfer $1.3 billion— 
just 10 percent of the $13 billion in-
crease in funding from the President’s 
request—from DOD to higher education 
and employment and training pro-
grams. California is one of the most 
heavily impacted States by the cuts. 
This amendment would have provided 
the needed extra funding for education 
and job training programs. 

Senator WELLSTONE’s amendment 
would have transferred $806 million 
from DOD’s coffers for Pell grants, Per-
kins loans, and direct student loans. 
Employment and training programs for 
dislocated workers, summer youth 
jobs, school-to-work, and one-stop job 
training centers would have received a 
total of $504 million. All of these pro-
grams are as important to California as 
adequate defense spending and I am 
sorry that the Wellstone amendment 
did not pass. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I would 
like to make special note of a major 
victory for the women who serve in our 
armed forces. I am speaking of the pas-
sage of the repeal of current law that 
prohibits abortion at an overseas U.S. 
military facility even if the woman 
paid for the procedure herself. Forcing 
a woman to fly to the United States to 
obtain an abortion creates a double 
standard that is not only unjust, but 
potentially dangerous to the health of 
our women in uniform and military 
spouses. I am very pleased to see this 
amendment pass. 

ALLIED BURDENSHARING 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I was 

pleased to be the principal cosponsor of 
an amendment offered by the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] to the Defense 
authorization bill, amendment No. 
4177. It was my intention to join Sen-
ator HARKIN on the floor to speak in 
favor of the amendment that seeks to 
obtain a greater sharing of the finan-
cial and other burdens of stationing 
American troops in foreign countries. 
However, Senator HARKIN successfully 
negotiated with the managers of the 
bill and they agreed to accept the 
amendment. As a consequence, it was 
hastily offered and approved by a voice 
vote last night while I was away from 
the Senate floor and could not reach 
the floor before that action was con-
cluded. 

Because of my strong support for this 
amendment, I would like to insert in 
the RECORD the statement I intended to 
make when the amendment was of-
fered, and I ask unanimous consent 

that the statement be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ALLIED BURDENSHARING 

Mr. President, I am pleased to join with 
the Senator from Iowa in offering this 
amendment. Unlike previous burdensharing 
amendments that simply asked our allies to 
pay more of the costs of stationing U.S. 
troops abroad, this amendment incorporates 
a more comprehensive definition of the price 
of international peace and security. Forward 
deployed American troops represent only one 
element of a collective security approach to 
maintaining international security and fos-
tering peace and democracy. An equitable 
distribution of the costs of collective secu-
rity must recognize and include other com-
ponents in the burdensharing calculations, 
and that is what we have done in this amend-
ment. 

Our amendment, which mirrors the Shays/ 
Frank amendment that passed overwhelm-
ingly in the House of Representatives, in-
structs the President to focus on four areas 
in which to seek greater contributions from 
countries that have U.S. forces stationed on 
their soil. To satisfy the terms of the amend-
ment, the increases can be in one or more of 
these areas at the President’s discretion. 

First is the traditional request that host 
nations pick up more of the costs for forward 
deployed U.S. troops. The amendment calls 
on the President to increase host nation sup-
port over the next four years with a goal of 
reaching 75 percent of the non-personnel 
costs incurred by U.S. forces. Japan already 
pays 79 percent of these costs and Korea pays 
63 percent, but our European allies only con-
tribute an average of 24 percent. The CBO 
has calculated a potential savings of $11.3 
billion by 2002 if this provision is fully imple-
mented. 

The second area of focus is overall defense 
spending by our allies as a percentage of 
their respective GDPs. The U.S. currently 
spends 4.7 percent of GDP on defense while 
many of our allies, including Germany, 
Japan, Italy, and Canada spend less than 3 
percent. The amendment calls on the Presi-
dent to encourage allied nations to increase 
their defense spending as a percentage of 
GDP by 10 percent or to a level commensu-
rate with that of the U.S. But as with host 
nation support, this category will be appro-
priate for some nations and not others. For 
example, the President might choose to en-
courage the Canadians to raise their defense 
budget from its current level of 1.9 percent of 
GDP to 2.09 percent, but Greece already 
spends 5.6 percent of GDP on defense, more 
than the U.S. 

The third category is foreign assistance. If 
the President thought an ally should be 
doing more in this area he could encourage 
that country to increase its foreign assist-
ance by 10 percent or to a level commensu-
rate with that of the U.S. I personally be-
lieve that we have cut our own foreign aid 
too deeply in recent years. But if, because of 
our budgetary situation, the U.S. cannot 
continue to fund important development pro-
grams that contribute to stability in many 
nations, then countries that do not spend 
large amounts on their military should be 
encouraged to pick up the slack. The purpose 
of this amendment is to share the load, not 
to make every allied nation contribute the 
same amount in every category. 

Finally the amendment instructs the 
President to push allied nations to increase 
their military contributions to U.N. and 
other multilateral peace-keeping operations. 
This provision makes the clearest break with 
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Cold War thinking and recognizes how im-
portant international and regional peace-
keeping efforts have become. From Cam-
bodia to Liberia to Bosnia and dozens of 
other trouble spots, peacekeepers work to 
keep tensions from erupting into conflict 
and to contain the conflicts that do break 
out. Often in these situations America can-
not send troops for fear that one side or the 
other would seek to make them the target. 
Although Japan and Germany are con-
strained from sending troops in many cases, 
they could do more to provide equipment, 
logistical services and financial support to 
peacekeeping efforts. So could other nations. 

If the President cannot convince our allies 
to improve their contribution in any of these 
areas, the amendment lays out a menu of op-
tions for him to use to prompt cooperation. 
The options include: reducing troop levels 
stationed abroad; imposing taxes or fees 
similar to those that other nations impose 
on U.S. forces stationed abroad; reducing the 
amount of U.S. contributes to the NATO 
budget or other bilateral programs; or tak-
ing any other action within his power. In re-
ality the President already has the authority 
to take any of these steps. This language 
simply urges him to use these tools to en-
courage burden sharing. These options are 
suggestions and are not mandatory. 

During the Cold War, the United States 
maintained the military industrial might to 
counter the threat posed by the former So-
viet Union. In doing so, we paid a very heavy 
price and the American people made many 
sacrifices, most importantly in the lives of 
American men and women who fought and 
died in Korea, Vietnam, and elsewhere. But 
we also sacrificed a great deal of our na-
tional wealth to build and maintain a mili-
tary superior to all others, capable of defend-
ing not only the United States but also our 
allies in Europe and the Pacific. In addition 
to providing the primary defense for the free 
world, we aided the devastated economies of 
Europe and Japan to recover after the war 
and then devoted our efforts to development 
in the Third World. These contributions were 
also important to maintaining stability and 
security. 

For much of the Cold War, we had the only 
economy capable of sustaining such an ef-
fort. This is no longer the case. The Euro-
pean Union has passed the U.S. as the largest 
integrated economy in the world, and Ja-
pan’s per capita output is very close to ours. 
With the Cold War gone and the threat of 
global war fading, it is time for the rest of 
the industrialized nations to take on their 
fair share of world responsibility. The United 
States will continue to lead the way, but we 
can no longer do it all ourselves. 

Both the Defense Department and the 
State Department are on record in support of 
this amendment. According to the State De-
partment the amendment ‘‘supports U.S. pol-
icy objectives in achieving an equitable re-
sponsibility sharing of global security inter-
ests with our allies.’’ This amendment does 
not tie the President’s hands. He maintains 
the flexibility to target different countries 
in different areas and to use the tools he 
feels are most appropriate. 

Not only is this approach supported by the 
Administration, but because of the potential 
to save the American taxpayers $11.3 billion 
by 2002, the amendment has garnered the en-
dorsement of The Concord Coalition Citi-
zens’ Council, Taxpayers for Common Sense, 
and Citizens Against Government Waste. 
This amendment makes sense both for budg-
etary reasons and on grounds of fairness, and 
it supports Administration policy. I urge my 
colleagues to support it. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE). The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts. 

f 

MINIMUM WAGE AND HEALTH 
INSURANCE REFORM 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, under 
the Senate schedule, when the Senate 
returns a week from Monday, we will 
have the opportunity to debate the 
minimum wage increase, the proposal 
that will be before the U.S. Senate. In 
anticipation that minimum wage real-
ly is the next order of business, I will 
address the Senate briefly this after-
noon in terms of what I think are the 
issues that will be considered. I think 
it is important, as we move through 
the Fourth of July recess, that the 
American people understand the issues 
that will be considered, under a rel-
atively short time agreement, with the 
vote coming up in the early part of the 
week, when we return. 

The issues that will be before the 
Senate and the American people are ex-
tremely important to working fami-
lies, especially low-income working 
families, and their children. 

I think it is important that we begin 
to think about these matters, now that 
the issues on the defense authorization 
bill have been addressed and pretty 
well resolved. Then I would like to just 
take a few moments to address where 
we are, as I consider it, in terms of the 
health insurance reform bill that was 
passed unanimously out of our com-
mittee and on the floor of the Senate 
and where we are in terms of the dis-
cussions that have been taking place in 
recent days. 

But on the first issue, on the min-
imum wage, Mr. President, I think it is 
regrettable that our Republican col-
leagues continue to try to do all they 
can to undermine a fair increase. We 
will have the opportunity to vote on a 
90 cent increase in the minimum wage 
over a 2-year period. Nonetheless, it is 
important to know that not only will 
we have the opportunity to vote for the 
increase, but that there will be an al-
ternative before the U.S. Senate that 
will undermine in a very dramatic, im-
portant and significant way the effects 
of the increase for working families. 

Mr. President, that is the particular 
part of the debate that I would like to 
talk about briefly this afternoon. At 
every turn, wherever we can provide 
some protection, there will be at least 
a proposal to minimize that protection 
for workers in the form of delays in the 
increase of the minimum wage. 

In the proposal that will be the alter-
native to our increase in the minimum 
wage, the Republican proposal will, 
first of all, put off any increase until 
January 1, 1997. 

That means for another 6 months, 
minimum wage workers will go with-
out a raise. They have already had no 
raise over the period of the last 5 years. 
They will be denied approximately $500 
more in additional pay that they would 
have received over the next 6 months— 

$500 that could buy medicine for sick 
children, new school clothes, or even 
Christmas presents. Only the Grinch 
would be mean enough to delay this 
raise for our poorest workers until 
after Christmas. Surely, our Repub-
lican colleagues find this kind of mean-
ness embarrassing. 

It is important to know that in the 
proposal that was introduced 2 years 
ago, the first phase of the increase in 
the minimum wage was to go into ef-
fect in this July period, to go up 40 
cents, and then an additional 45 cents a 
year from now. Now we will have be-
fore the Senate the alternative of de-
laying any kind of increase until Janu-
ary 1997, at the earliest. 

Next, our opponents propose an in-
crease—but just a flat increase in the 
minimum wage, as we had in 1989, 
signed by a Republican President. 
Under our Republican proposal, we will 
find that the minimum-wage propo-
sition that they support creates a sub-
minimum wage for any worker who 
takes a job with a new employer. 

Their proposal would allow employ-
ers to pay any new employee a submin-
imum wage of $4.25 an hour for 6 
months. This harsh provision could 
have a serious depressing effect on the 
already depressed wages of large num-
bers of working Americans. Each year 6 
million workers lose their jobs and 
struggle to find new ones, and all of 
them would be subjected to this sub-
minimum wage. 

Our Republican friends call this an 
opportunity wage. But the only oppor-
tunity in sight is the opportunity for 
employers to exploit their new work-
ers. No one will be hurt more by this 
than the downsized, laid-off workers in 
a time of high unemployment who can-
not find jobs equivalent to the jobs 
they lost. Not only will they face the 
indignity of having their wages fall to 
the minimum, but they will find them-
selves falling to a subminimum wage. 

The past year has been a time of eco-
nomic expansion and relative pros-
perity for our economy as a whole. But 
again and again we see the stories of 
white and blue-collar workers laid off 
after long careers in good-paying jobs. 
Many of these workers have found 
themselves forced to accept minimum- 
wage jobs after being laid off by a 
downsizing employer. 

Mr. President, what we are saying 
here is that anyone who enters the job 
market will not be eligible for an in-
crease in the minimum wage for 180 
days. They may work for a period of 
time, they may be laid off from that 
job, they may go to another job, and 
they are still not eligible for another 
180 days. 

At least in 1989, when we were debat-
ing the increase in the minimum wage, 
they called it a training wage for a pe-
riod of 90 days. Even though there was 
no requirement to provide either edu-
cation or training during that period of 
time—they just labeled it as a training 
wage. 

This one before us now in the U.S. 
Senate is 180 days, without any kind of 
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suggestion that there is a training 
wage for a minimum-wage job. This 
does not suggest that for entry into a 
minimum-wage job there is not any 
training—there has to be some. There 
is training, but for the most part that 
can be done within a week or a 2-week 
period for minimum-wage jobs. 

But what we are basically saying is 
that there is a delay, and the effect of 
the delay is going to mean a loss for 
those who are eligible for the increase 
in the minimum wage. Then for every 
person who enters the job market—the 
6 or 7 million Americans who are out 
there who want to work, provide for 
their families, and are being laid off of 
these minimum-wage jobs—they go to 
a new job and they are again held at 
$4.25. They do not get the increase that 
other minimum-wage workers would 
get because they are a new entry into 
the job market. 

At least the House of Representatives 
said, ‘‘Well, we’ll do that with regard 
to teenagers.’’ Not the U.S. Senate. 
They are going to do it to anyone, any 
single mother, and any single mother 
that may be trying to get off welfare 
and trying to provide for her family. 
The way the Senate Republican pro-
posal is going to work is that it is 
going to say, ‘‘If you go into the job 
market for 180 days, you’re still going 
to be at $4.25. Then if you have to take 
a few days off—maybe change jobs be-
cause you have to look after a child— 
you’re going to be continued at $4.25 
for a period of time.’’ It is effectively 
undermining the impact of any in-
crease in the minimum wage. 

So, Mr. President, the result of their 
plight is to make it more painful; 
workers will fall farther and farther be-
hind. We are talking about minimum- 
wage jobs that are the least-skilled 
jobs. They are jobs for which little or 
no training is needed—at most a few 
hours or days. Yet the Republican 
amendment doubles the duration of the 
subminimum wage of the House-passed 
bill, from 90 to 180 days, far beyond any 
reasonable training or tryout period. 

There is no good reason for this harsh 
proposal other than Republican opposi-
tion to the minimum wage and any 
Government protection for working 
people. In the Republican view, the 
lower the minimum wage, the better. 
Our Republican friends would rather 
have no minimum wage at all. If Amer-
ican workers’ wages have to sink to the 
third world level to make business 
competitive, so be it. 

I oppose the subminimum wage in 
the House-passed bill which applies 
only to teenagers during the first 90 
days of employment with any em-
ployer. Many of the 18- or 19-year-olds 
need a living wage as much as any 
adult, especially if they are young wel-
fare mothers willing to work for a liv-
ing. The notion that they need training 
for 3 months in jobs like burger flip-
ping or waiting on tables, washing 
dishes or bagging groceries is absurd. 

The Senate Republican proposal is 
even more objectionable than the 

House proposal because it imposes a 
longer subminimum wage for workers 
at all ages, not just youths. Employers 
would be authorized to pay a submin-
imum wage to a 50-year-old steel-
worker who is down on his luck after 
his plant is closed. Office workers 
whose 30-year careers have ended in 
layoffs could be paid a subminimum 
wage. 

Republicans cannot hide behind their 
typical excuses about the minimum 
wage applying to wealthy teenagers 
who do not really need a job. The facts 
are plain: the Republicans simply want 
to drive workers’ wages as low as they 
can, regardless of the workers’ age, ex-
perience or family situation. 

Mr. President, the third part of the 
Republican alternative, besides the 
delay in the effective date and the 180- 
day delay in terms of putting the min-
imum wage into effect, is the exemp-
tion for workers in small businesses. 
Businesses with less than $500,000 in an-
nual sales would be exempt from any 
minimum wage. There are 10.5 million 
workers who are employed in those 
firms today. I say they deserve protec-
tion, too. 

The protection is not something 
small business needs. The economy has 
added more than 10 million jobs since 
Congress last raised the minimum 
wage in 1991. Small business often 
claims to have led the way. The min-
imum wage has not been a drag on job 
creation. It strengthens job creation by 
putting more money into circulation. 
Even the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Businesses’ own survey found 
that the minimum wage is not a crit-
ical issue for small business. In that 
survey, the minimum wage ranked 62d 
in importance out of 75 issues—62d out 
of 75. 

So these proposals are a cruel hoax 
on low-wage workers. They are nothing 
more than an attempt to deny a fair in-
crease in a minimum wage to millions 
of low-income Americans, even while 
appearing to grant an increase to those 
people. There is no accurate informa-
tion on how many of the 10.5 million 
workers in small firms will be denied a 
raise they would otherwise receive, but 
there is no justification for denying 
even one working American the right 
to a living wage. 

What possible rationale can there be 
for forcing millions of Americans to 
continue working at wages that every-
one knows are poverty wages, wages so 
low that they cannot support a family? 

The Republican alternative says that 
the reason is to save jobs. But the fact 
is that the modest increase we are pro-
posing will not cause job losses, and 
may even lead to an increase in em-
ployment. I point out that the Wharton 
School, the DRI examination of our 
minimum wage increase says that 
there is at risk 20,000 jobs—20,000 jobs— 
20,000 jobs, Mr. President, and still we 
find our Republican friends say, ‘‘Well, 
we can’t afford any kind of increase be-
cause we’re going to lose those jobs.’’ 
The other studies which I referred to 

today, the 12 other studies, the most 
current show there is a good possibility 
it will mean expanded jobs, because 
many people will go back into the mar-
ket if they think there is a possibility 
to have a livable wage. The money that 
is expended by those individuals will 
create sufficient demand to increase 
employment as well. 

So, Mr. President, the expansion of 
employment is exactly what happened 
in New Jersey in 1992 and is happening, 
I point out, in my own State of Massa-
chusetts and the State of Vermont. 
The last two States who have increased 
the minimum wage are Massachusetts 
and Vermont. They have seen the 
greatest decline in unemployment that 
we have had in New England. Over the 
period of the last 4 to 5 months, we 
have seen the greatest decline in unem-
ployment in the two States that have 
increased their minimum wage in the 
early part of this year. There are just 
no real, meaningful studies that have 
demonstrated that there would be any 
important job loss. 

Mr. President, one reason for that re-
sult is reflected in an analysis released 
by Salomon Brothers in the U.S. Eq-
uity Research report of April 22, 1996. 
The Salomon Brothers predicted retail 
businesses would benefit from an in-
crease in the minimum wage due to the 
enhanced purchasing power it would 
create for many low-income con-
sumers. This is the Salomon Brothers. 
The Salomon Brothers recommend pur-
chasing a number of retailing stocks 
because of the benefits they will re-
ceive from the increased purchasing 
power of low-income workers. 

The report specifically concludes 
that the benefits from increased sales 
would generally outweigh the modest 
rise in wage costs. It is not fear of job 
loss by those who oppose minimum 
wage increases and who support the 
Republican proposals; what motivates 
these groups primarily is greed. There 
is no other way to explain the intense 
opposition to the minimum wage by or-
ganizations like the National Res-
taurant Organization. The Restaurant 
Association claims that a minimum 
wage increase would be a job killer, 
even though the restaurant industry 
has seen enormous employment growth 
since the last minimum wage increase 
in 1991. 

In fact, the actual experience of the 
restaurant industry shows that the 
minimum wage incresae would be good 
for business and good for the economy. 

For 3 years before the 2-step min-
imum wage increase in 1990–91, employ-
ment growth in the restaurant indus-
try was falling, along with the real 
wages of minimum wage workers. Res-
taurant industry employment growth 
fell from 3.1 percent in 1987 to 2.8 per-
cent in 1988, to 2.3 percent in 1989, to 1.7 
percent in 1990, and actually decline by 
0.5 percent in 1991. 

But in 1992, the first full year after 
the 90-cent minimum wage increase 
took effect in April 1991, employment 
growth rebounded by 2.1 percent. And 
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in each of the next 2 years, employ-
ment growth accelerated, reaching 3.2 
percent in 1993 and 3.6 percent in 1994. 

From 1991 to 1995, the restaurant in-
dustry added almost 800,000 new jobs! If 
that’s what the Republican Party calls 
job-killing, I say let’s have more of it. 

With respect to this small business 
subminimum wage, it is critical to re-
member not only that the last min-
imum wage increase took effect in 
April 1991, but that the 1989 amend-
ments expanded coverage to include 
employees in small restaurants who 
had formerly been excluded. 

That expansion should have com-
pounded the job-killing effect of the in-
crease, but it did not. Instead, the res-
taurant industry saw an expansion of 
job growth, record profits, and 
mindboggling increases in CEO pay. 
The sub-minimum was not needed. 
Small businesses don’t need it, and 
their employees don’t deserve that 
harsh and unfair treatment. 

The argument that the minimum 
wage kills jobs is nonsense. Both 
Vermont and Massachusetts raised 
their State minimum wage to $4.75 in 
January of this year, while our neigh-
bors in New Hampshire and New York 
did not. What has happened since then? 
Have we lost jobs in Massachusetts and 
Vermont? Far from it. 

Since January, when these States 
raised their minimum wage, unemploy-
ment in both Massachusetts and 
Vermont have fallen. We haven’t lost 
jobs—we’ve added them. 

But what happened to our neighbors 
who left their minimum wage un-
changed? Haven’t they done better? No, 
far from it. In both New York and New 
Hampshire, unemployment has risen 
since January from 4.9 to 5.1 percent in 
New York and from 4.2 to 4.4 percent in 
New Hampshire. Unemployment fell 
where the minimum wage has in-
creased, and rose where the minimum 
wage was frozen at $4.25. 

Giving working Americans a living 
wage will not cost jobs. Making all em-
ployers pay a living wage will not cost 
jobs. The minimum wage law in Massa-
chusetts does not exempt businesses 
with sales of $500,000 or less, and nei-
ther does the minimum wage law in 
Vermont. 

Have small businesses been demand-
ing an exemption from the minimum 
wage? No, they have not. Studies cited 
by the Small Business Administration 
show that only 7 percent of small busi-
nesses consider the minimum wage a 
critical problem. As I pointed out ear-
lier, a survey prepared by the National 
Federation of Independent Businesses 
ranked the minimum wage as 62d in 
importance out of 75 issues. 

Another study, funded by the NFIB 
Foundation, revealed that even among 
the smallest of businesses—those with 
less than 10 employees—only 6 percent 
consider the minimum wage a critical 
problem. 

I have been over here the last 35 
years. This is the first time, Mr. Presi-
dent, other than a training wage, that 

we have seen this kind of alternative, 
to extend the existing minimum wage 
for a period of time, to delay the effec-
tive day, or to exclude massive num-
bers that will be affected by the min-
imum wage. If this Republican proposal 
is enacted, it will be the first time 
since 1938, when we enacted the min-
imum wage, that we have decreased the 
coverage of the minimum wage. 

All we are trying to do is provide a 
livable wage for people. The only way 
we can get this before the U.S. Senate 
is to permit this alternative. The alter-
native delays the effective date. It 
would deny working families $500. It 
delays the effective date for people 
that move from job to job, the 6 mil-
lion Americans that move every year 
or so in terms of their jobs. It will 
delay them for 180 days repeatedly. 
This has been the most important pen-
alty that we have seen in any possible 
increase in the minimum wage. 

Usually, when the time comes to ul-
timately vote on minimum wage—and 
it may be a begrudging vote—we vote 
on the increase. What we will see here, 
if the Republican proposal passes, is 
that they will take away the increase 
in the minimum wage in one hand and 
go back and issue the press releases 
about how they voted for the increase 
in the other. Wait and see. 

The American people are too smart 
for that, Mr. President. They ought to 
understand exactly what is being con-
sidered. 

There is no excuse to deny a min-
imum wage increase to any American 
who works in interstate commerce. 
The Republican proposals are mean- 
spirited ideas that will hurt the poor-
est of workers. I hope my Republican 
colleagues will reconsider these objec-
tionable proposals and join us in the 
coming days in supporting a fair in-
crease in the minimum wage for all 
workers. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator. 

Mr. SARBANES. Do I understand 
under the proposal that our Republican 
colleagues want to put forward with re-
spect to the minimum wage, as I under-
stand it, you have an initial period 
when you are paid at below the min-
imum wage, is that correct, for 6 
months? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, 180 
days. 

Mr. SARBANES. Suppose someone 
takes a job and he gets the below wage 
for, say, 5 months, and then they let 
him go because they do not need him 
anymore. When that man or woman 
goes to another job, do they get the 
below minimum wage for another 6 
months in the new job, as well? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. 

Mr. SARBANES. If fortune should 
strike them that they are moving from 
one job to another, they could be kept 
below the minimum wage for succes-

sive periods of time, is that correct, for 
successive 180-day periods of time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. 

The Senator remembers even in 1989 
when we had the period of the 90 days, 
they called it a training wage, even 
though there was no training required. 
Now it is 180 days, and they call it an 
opportunity wage. It is just an oppor-
tunity for the company not to pay 
hard-working Americans a livable 
wage. That is one of the three parts 
that is in the Republican alternative. 

What you will see here, Mr. Presi-
dent, on the first or second day after 
we are back on that Monday or Tues-
day, they will vote for the Republican 
proposal that will delay the effect of 
the minimum wage and deny the $500 
for these working families. That $500 
means months of groceries and utility 
bills and perhaps half the tuition to go 
to a State school, tuition for a year. 
Then they will vote for delaying for the 
180 days the payment so people will 
still be paid $4.25. Then they will ex-
clude all of the businesses under 
$500,000—not just those intrastate com-
merce or interstate commerce, which 
is approximately 10 million Americans. 
There are only 13 million Americans af-
fected by the increase, so they will 
deny all of those Americans any oppor-
tunity for a significant increase. 

Then they will go out and vote for an 
increase in the minimum wage. That is 
what this issue is about—the phoniest 
possible effort to blind side, I think, 
not just the workers, because they un-
derstand it, but all of the American 
people. Evidently, this is being done for 
the political purposes of trying to be 
on the right side of the minimum wage. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator. 

Mr. SARBANES. If this exclusion of 
below $500,000 that the Senator made 
reference to—exclusion, I take it if you 
work for a company that has below 
$500,000 in sales, you are not covered by 
this increase in the minimum wage. As 
I understand it, that is a great many of 
the people. Many of the people who 
now work for such companies are, in 
fact, covered by the minimum wage. 
There are some such small companies 
that are only intrastate commerce, not 
interstate, but many are in interstate 
commerce and are now covered by the 
minimum wage, as I understand it. 

Under this proposal they would no 
longer be covered by the minimum. At 
least they would not receive this in-
crease in the minimum wage. I take it 
they would still receive the current 
coverage, but they would not get this 
increase in the minimum wage. In ef-
fect, they would be dropped out from 
this legislation by this proposal, is 
that correct? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is not 
only correct, but I think what you have 
to assume is that they would be 
dropped out of any increase in any pro-
posal in the future, because this will be 
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the first time, the first time since en-
actment of the minimum wage, that we 
will have carved out an area to reduce 
the coverage for working families—the 
first time. Every other time we have 
increased the minimum wage we have 
expanded the coverage of the minimum 
wage because we have recognized that 
men and women that are working 40 
hours a week, 52 weeks of the year, 
ought to be entitled to a livable wage. 

If this passes, it will be the first time 
that we will have an important and sig-
nificant carve-out. That, I think, is 
part of the Republican proposal which 
is objectionable. Not only that, but we 
have not even started to deal with the 
restauranteurs, the restaurant associa-
tion and restaurants. If you look at the 
employment in restaurants over the 
period from 1989 to 1991, you saw a de-
clining balance in terms of the number 
of increases in the employment for res-
taurants. After the minimum wage ab-
solutely went into effect, you saw 
those employment figures take off. 

Here we are finding out that because 
of the power of the restaurant associa-
tion, even though the number of people 
that are working in the restaurant in-
dustry has been expanding and it is a 
growth industry according to projec-
tions by the Department of Labor, the 
restauranteurs have a sweetheart 
agreement in here. It says the res-
taurant is not responsible for them 
going from the $4.25, increasing the 
minimum wage if they make that 
money in tips. They are only liable if 
they do not make it in tips. 

I will have printed in the RECORD on 
Monday and Tuesday, during debate, 
the amount this sweetheart deal will 
save those restaurants in terms of 
taxes. In many of those restaurants, in 
fancy places, people are well above it, 
but there are a lot of restaurants that 
are out there across America in small 
and medium-sized towns where people 
are working, trying to provide for their 
families, who are entitled and need the 
resources to be able to do it. Now, fi-
nally let me—— 

Mr. CHAFEE. If the Senator will 
yield—— 

Mr. KENNEDY. After I make this 
point. Finally, after all this is out, we 
have, underneath that, the special pro-
visions, the $8 to $10 to $12 billion of 
tax breaks that are going to go to 
small business industries which are 
going to be affected by them. The cost 
of the minimum wage is going to be 
$3.4 billion, and we have about $10 bil-
lion in tax breaks for these small com-
panies. 

How much do you have to give them 
to provide some respect for working 
families? How much do you have to 
bribe them to finally get a vote here on 
the floor of the U.S. Senate? You talk 
about taking care of a constituency. 
You are giving them $10 million on the 
one hand, and you are carving out mil-
lions of Americans on the other hand; 
you are delaying the increase for work-
ing families and also delaying the trig-
ger. We think we are debating an in-
crease in the minimum wage. We can 
understand why it took so long for our 

Republican friends to come up with the 
agreement to schedule this discussion 
on the floor of the U.S. Senate—for a 
short time period of debate—on the 
issues of the increase in the minimum 
wage. 

Mr. President, the American people 
have to understand what we are talk-
ing about. Go back to the debates— 
when we had the increase debates going 
back to the early sixties and seventies. 
I see the Senator, and I will yield in 
one minute to the Senator from Rhode 
Island. We have never had these kinds 
of sweetheart deals and exemptions. 
Generally, when an increase was 
worked out, we voted on it. We have, as 
the Senator from Maryland under-
stands, Republicans—like Eisenhower 
and Nixon and President Bush—who 
have signed increases in the minimum 
wage. 

I see the Senator from Rhode Island. 
I yield for a question. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I know the distin-
guished junior Senator from Kansas 
has been waiting to give her maiden 
speech here. I do not want to delay 
things. Is the Senator about through? 

(Mr. GRAMS assumed the chair.) 
Mr. KENNEDY. I was here all day on 

Thursday when we were denied any op-
portunity for morning business to 
speak. We were denied, also, a very 
short period of morning business yes-
terday from 8:15 to 9 o’clock. Senator 
MURRAY had to stay here until 10:30 in 
order to get 15 minutes, from 8:15 to 
8:30 yesterday. I wanted to wait until 
we concluded. I want to pay respects to 
our new Senator, and I will be very 
brief and then I will terminate. I ea-
gerly await the Senator’s speech. But I 
would like to conclude on the min-
imum wage and speak briefly on 
MSA’s, and then I will yield. 

Mr. CHAFEE. If I may say one thing, 
I have a couple of questions for the 
Senator from Massachusetts. First, I 
congratulate Massachusetts for the low 
unemployment, which you attribute to 
the rise in the minimum wage. I myself 
would attribute it to the outstanding 
Governor that they have. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I know he has been 
trying to take credit for it. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I have heard— 
Mr. KENNEDY. Even though his op-

position to the increase of the min-
imum wage is well understood. 

Mr. CHAFEE. All I know is that the 
State is extremely vigorous and thriv-
ing because of the outstanding leader-
ship he is providing, and, indeed, the 
people have recognized this with the 
overwhelming reelection victory that 
he had. 

However, we will have an adequate 
opportunity, I think, to discuss this. I 
might say, I do not agree with the Sen-
ator’s characterizations of employers. I 
wrote down some of them: ‘‘Harsh,’’ 
‘‘greedy,’’ ‘‘exploiting.’’ That is the dif-
ferent attitude that we take. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Well, the only thing I 
would ask the Senator is whether I 
have stated correctly the fact that in 
the Republican proposal you delay the 
triggering time for the minimum wage 
until January, which will be a loss of 
$500, and that you do have the 180-day 

period which you call the ‘‘opportunity 
wage,’’ and you have the carve-out? If 
you agree with these facts, then I am 
glad to welcome whatever character-
ization of the differences there might 
be, as long as the Senator would either 
differ or agree with that. 

Mr. CHAFEE. My great concern in 
connection with the minimum wage is, 
if it does not include some kind of a 
‘‘training period’’ or ‘‘opportunity pe-
riod,’’ whatever you call it, that on the 
one hand, we are demanding folks on 
welfare get off and all of us have sup-
ported here provisions that require 
these people to be off welfare, whether 
it is in 2 years, 5 years or whatever it 
is. Fifty percent must be off in a cer-
tain length of time. Where are they 
going to get jobs? Who is going to hire 
them? So I strongly support some kind 
of a period—call it a training wage, or 
an opportunity wage. I do not think it 
should be restricted to those 19 years of 
age or younger. 

This is a very serious problem we 
have because we cannot deal with wel-
fare reform without considering what 
is happening under the minimum wage. 
I notice that the Senator from Kansas 
is here, so I will— 

Mr. KENNEDY. I will just respond. If 
you talk about a training wage, I do 
not see any proposal of the Senator 
that would provide any degree of train-
ing or any education. If the Senator 
had a proposal that, look, we are going 
to delay the minimum wage and we are 
going to provide a training or insist 
there is training or some education, I 
think that argument has some degree 
of credibility. But to say that, for min-
imum wage, you have to wait 180 
days—ask any minimum wage worker 
whether they think it should take 6 
months to get training to provide for 
minimum wage services. That really 
stretches the imagination. 

I will just take a moment or two to 
comment about our situation on the 
health care issue. I think all of us, as 
we come to the period of the Fourth of 
July recess, wonder why we have not 
had the opportunity to vote here in the 
U.S. Senate on a bill that was drafted 
by our friend and colleague, Senator 
KASSEBAUM, over 1 year ago and was 
steered through our committee with bi-
partisan support. The bill would have 
provided relief for 25 million Ameri-
cans with preexisting conditions and 
had some degree of portability. There 
is virtually unanimity on that par-
ticular issue here in the Senate and, I 
daresay, in the House of Representa-
tives. 

There is another ingredient which 
has been added in the House of Rep-
resentatives in the process of the nego-
tiations on medical savings accounts. I 
have expressed my view—and not only 
my view, but the view of some 35 dif-
ferent editorials, from newspapers from 
virtually all parts of the country, ques-
tioning whether the U.S. Senate ought 
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to add and tag this provision onto this 
very, very important and essential 
piece of legislation. 

I think everyone in this body knows 
that if we were to have a vote on the 
legislation dealing with preexisting 
conditions and portability, it would 
pass by 100 votes. Americans all over 
this Nation, as they come through the 
Fourth of July period, will understand 
the degree of security that they would 
have in terms of their futures, for any 
preexisting conditions. And workers 
would understand the importance of 
that. 

Nonetheless, we are not able to come 
back to the Senate and report an 
agreement on the final bill. Still, effec-
tively, no matter how you characterize 
it, that bill is being held hostage for an 
untried, untested idea. We understand 
where the votes are, in terms of our 
Republicans friends in the House and in 
the Senate, who are absolutely insist-
ent on trying to find some common 
ground. I have heard those that have 
said they support certain proposals 
that they believe far and wide exem-
plify a very reasonable sort of com-
promise. Mr. President, I think Ameri-
cans are asking why we do not go 
ahead and pass what is agreed on and 
then debate the medical savings ac-
count independently tomorrow, to-
night, this afternoon, or next week. 
But let us get out what we can agree 
on. But we are denied that oppor-
tunity. 

So, Mr. President, I want to just indi-
cate to all of those Americans—the 25 
million Americans and their families, 
all those workers that are out there— 
that we are going to do everything we 
possibly can to get this legislation, and 
that we are committed to trying to 
have some kind of a pilot program that 
can examine the value of medical sav-
ings accounts. But for all the good rea-
sons that have been demonstrated here, 
we are not going to be stampeded into 
accepting something which is untried 
and untested. 

Mr. President, I will say a final word. 
If any company wants today to go out 
and sell a medical savings account, 
they can do it. I have listened to my 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
say all we are looking for is freedom. 
That is baloney. What they want is 
their hand in the pocket of the Amer-
ican Treasury. They have the freedom 
to go out and sell medical savings ac-
counts today. But what they want is 
the Federal Treasury to be opened for 
the tax advantage that they would re-
ceive, and they are asking their legisla-
tors to help Golden Rule and other 
companies—companies which have 
been poorly rated by consumers group 
and have been drummed out of states 
like Vermont and other communities, 
for their conduct and lack of consumer 
protections. They want to get inside 
the Federal Treasury. That is what is 
at risk. They have freedom to go out 
and sell MSAs today. No; they want to 
get inside the Federal Treasury and get 
that privileged position to be able to 

have a deduction or special tax advan-
tage. 

So this is very, very important. I am 
very hopeful that we will still have the 
opportunity for the health insurance 
reform act to become law—but quite 
frankly there are others interests that 
are involved. I certainly hope that we 
will have a chance to come back and 
address this matter, here on the floor 
of the U.S. Senate, sometime soon. We 
are running out of time in terms of the 
patience of the American people. We 
ought to be able to call the roll and 
have some degree of accountability. 

Perhaps over the period of this break 
calmer heads can prevail and we can 
work out something that will move the 
legislation and permit a reasonable 
kind of trial period. Otherwise, I hope 
we will come back and we will just call 
the roll, and we will keep calling the 
roll until we get some final resolution 
will provide protection for those 25 
million Americans and permit port-
ability. 

Constantly, at the end of the day 
when the day is done and you drive 
back home, you have to say to your-
self, ‘‘Why aren’t we going ahead and 
providing this protection for the Amer-
ican people?’’ We can pass a bill that 
everybody agrees on. Why should we be 
effectively held hostage to those who 
want to include an untried and untest-
ed idea in the legislation? 

Mr. President, we will have more of 
an opportunity to revisit that because 
the issue of MSAs is not going away. 
The health care issue is not going 
away. We will look forward to the 
chance to debate it when we return. 

Thank you very much. 
I, too, apologize, if that is appro-

priate, to our friend and colleague. I 
did not know that she was about to 
give her maiden address to the Senate, 
or I would have certainly looked for 
another opportunity to address the 
Senate. 

I thank you. 
Mrs. FRAHM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mrs. FRAHM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized to speak as if in morning busi-
ness for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. FRAHM. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

f 

INAUGURAL SPEECH OF SENATOR 
SHEILA FRAHM 

Mrs. FRAHM. Mr. President, I am 
honored to be recognized by the distin-
guished Chair and to address the U.S. 
Senate. In the short 2 weeks since I 
was sworn in as the 31st Senator from 
my State of Kansas and the 1,828th 
Senator to serve in the Senate, I have 
had the privilege of casting my first 
votes on issues that are very important 
to me, to Kansans, and to our Nation. 
These votes were on issues that I be-
lieve will help shape the future—the fi-

nancial future of our children, and the 
future security of our Nation. 

My very first vote in the Senate may, 
in fact, be the most important vote I 
will cast this year—it was in support of 
the balanced budget resolution. I 
strongly believe that it is imperative 
that we control Federal spending, bal-
ance the budget, and have the courage 
to make the tough calls. As Lieutenant 
Governor of Kansas, Governor Graves 
and I made the tough calls, submitting 
the first balanced budget in a genera-
tion. We lowered taxes on Kansans by 
$1.3 billion over the next 5 years. I cut 
my own Department of Administration 
budget for fiscal year 1997 by 7 percent, 
and began a 5 percent personnel reduc-
tion over the next 2 years. I will work 
hard to put our national fiscal house in 
order, as I have already done in Kan-
sas. A balanced budget represents hope 
for future generations, hope that they 
may be relieved of the crushing burden 
of a debt that was not of their making. 
I am committed to making that hope a 
reality. Chairman DOMENICI is to be 
commended for his skill and tenacity 
in shaping and managing the budget 
resolution through conference and the 
Senate. 

I am pleased to be serving with the 
distinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee as we continue de-
liberations over the 1997 Defense au-
thorization bill. Maintaining a strong 
national defense is of vital interest to 
all Americans. I am, therefore, pleased 
and honored to have cast some of my 
first votes in support of a strong Amer-
ica. 

Further, I am delighted to join Chair-
man D’AMATO and my colleagues on 
the Senate Banking Committee. I feel 
honored to serve with such a dedicated 
and distinguished committee. Main-
taining the integrity of our financial 
institutions, achieving real regulatory 
reform, and preserving a strong and vi-
brant housing industry are top prior-
ities for me and for Kansas. I look for-
ward to working with the chairman on 
these important issues. 

On Tuesday, I cast the first of what I 
am sure will be a number of a very dif-
ficult votes. This was regarding cloture 
on the campaign finance reform bill. I 
believe we owe our best judgment to 
those we represent. And in my judg-
ment, it is far better to have real and 
meaningful reform that will become 
law rather than cast politically expe-
dient votes. I am not afraid of making 
the tough calls. I want to make it clear 
that I strongly support campaign fi-
nance reform—real reform. And while I 
know the sponsors of that bill feel they 
brought forward the best they could do 
under the circumstances, in my mind, 
bad reform is not better than no re-
form. I oppose Federal financing of our 
elections, which would in effect turn 
politicians into a new class of welfare 
dependents. I came here to reform wel-
fare, not expand it. I question why the 
Congress should seek to pass a bill that 
is almost certainly unconstitutional in 
many of its key reforms, and puts an 
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unreasonable mandate of high costs on 
private business. There will be more 
tough votes ahead, but as I said, I am 
not afraid of making the difficult 
choices. 

In conclusion, let me just note that I 
do not intend nor will I pretend to fill 
the tremendous void left by my prede-
cessor, Senator Bob Dole. He stood as a 
giant in the Senate and his departure 
is a great loss to the Senate and to 
Kansas. But, I do pledge my very best, 
which I have always given to Kansas. 
And I am looking forward to working 
with Bob Dole in his new position of 
national leadership. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleagues 
for the warm reception they have ex-
tended me. Their good wishes and as-
sistance have been a great help during 
my first days in the Senate and I look 
forward to working with the leadership 
and my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle as we work together to shape our 
Nation’s future. Of course, we may not 
always agree, but I can assure you that 
my State of Kansas and the United 
States of America and the U.S. Senate 
will always receive my highest efforts 
and most careful judgment as we face 
the challenges ahead. 

Thank you Mr. President. 
f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO SENATOR 
FRAHM 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would 
like to take just a moment to con-
gratulate the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas for her maiden speech. 

Over the last few years, as I have 
gone back and read the history of the 
Senate, I have found that there have 
truly been many magic moments when 
maiden speeches are made in the Sen-
ate, and it is one you will always re-
member. I remember the first one I 
made—only I was on the back row over 
there. The Senator from Kansas is al-
ready right up on the front row. 

But she has exhibited, Mr. President, 
all in her brief time in the Senate, that 
she is a legislator of courage and that 
she is an experienced legislator. The 
fact that she is here this afternoon 
making this maiden speech, saying 
what she has said and the way she has 
handled herself, reflects the fact that 
she has had tremendous experience as a 
leader in the Kansas State Legislature. 

So I commend her for her experience 
in the past and for her work already in 
the Senate. She is going to make a 
great Senator for the State of Kansas 
like the two Senators we have been 
serving with earlier this year—Senator 
KASSEBAUM, of course, and, of course, 
our great majority leader, Bob Dole. It 
is a challenge to succeed such giants as 
those two. 

I am convinced that our new Senator 
is up to the challenge. She has already 
been given very important committee 
assignments where I know she will 
have a chance to provide leadership. I 
know she is already enjoying the pleas-
ures of being on the Armed Services 
Committee, having worked on this very 
bill in the Chamber. 

I just wanted to say on behalf of the 
leadership and all Members of the Re-
publican side of the aisle, in fact the 
entire Senate, that we are truly 
pleased and honored to have join us 
this great Senator from the State of 
Kansas. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

wish to commend the junior Senator 
from Kansas on her maiden speech. It 
is a pleasure for us in the Senate to 
have such a delightful person join us in 
this body. She is a lady of integrity, 
ability and dedication, and will be a 
great asset to the Senate. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
am particularly proud to have heard 
the junior Senator from Kansas. I have 
known Senator FRAHM as a friend in 
Kansas. I have known her as a majority 
leader of the Kansas Senate, and I 
think she spoke in her speech to the 
qualities that have made her an exem-
plary leader and legislator in Kansas. 

I have every confidence she is going 
to translate the very skills she spoke 
to in her maiden speech to the work 
she carries out in the future on the 
floor of the Senate, not only for the 
best interests of Kansas, as she said, 
but the best interests of the Nation. It 
is with real pride today that I, the sen-
ior Senator from Kansas, heard the 
maiden speech of the junior Senator 
from Kansas. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I also 

wish to join my colleagues in extending 
well-deserved praise to our new col-
league, and particularly since she has 
joined the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee on which I have been privileged 
to serve with the distinguished chair-
man for some many years. 

It is interesting to note, Mr. Presi-
dent, I think a footnote in history; 
California was the first State in the 
history of the Senate to have two 
women and how quickly thereafter 
came a second State. Of course, it is of 
small distinction—two members of the 
Democratic Party from California and, 
proudly, two members of the Repub-
lican Party from Kansas. I have always 
been interested in the history of this 
institution. It goes way back. The Sen-
ator has made history today in two re-
spects. Well done. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. ROTH. I, too, join in congratu-

lating our new Senator from Kansas. 
We are particularly proud to have two 
distinguished women Senators from 
Kansas. I only wish that we could look 
forward to both of them continuing to 
serve that State. 

HEALTH INSURANCE REFORM 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, we have 
been waiting for 2 months to move for-
ward on critical health insurance re-
form legislation. During this time, Re-
publicans have compromised again and 
again, each time in response to con-
cerns raised by the White House and by 
some of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle about medical savings 
accounts. 

Mr. President, we have been negoti-
ating in good faith. We have addressed 
our colleagues’ concerns about MSA on 
both the structure of the insurance 
plan and the structure of the savings 
account. We have limited the number 
of people eligible for the tax-free MSA. 
We have put forward proposals that are 
small enough to be considered dem-
onstration projects. We have reduced 
the maximum contribution that can be 
made to an MSA. We have reduced the 
top range of the high deductible. In 
short, we have bent over backwards to 
accommodate the White House and 
some of our Democratic colleagues. 

Millions of Americans are counting 
on us to reach an agreement, counting 
on us to work together to get the job 
done here in Washington. Americans 
with preexisting conditions, Americans 
who are unable to afford health insur-
ance, small businesses that cannot af-
ford to offer their employees health in-
surance, millions of Americans need 
this bill, and they do not have the lux-
ury of time in waiting through more 
games and more rhetoric. 

Legislating is about compromise. 
Americans want us to compromise and 
work together to get this legislation 
signed into law. We have compromised 
significantly. We do not have much 
time remaining for legislative business 
this year, and we have even less time 
for partisan games on this critical 
issue. So let us get together and work 
this out today or in the very imme-
diate future. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we are 
awaiting momentarily the distin-
guished majority leader and distin-
guished Democratic whip to address 
the Senate on a unanimous consent 
agreement. 

Seeing no Senator seeking recogni-
tion, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BURNS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 
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NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-

TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997 
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, again, I 

want to say I appreciate the coopera-
tion of the members of the Armed 
Services Committee on both sides of 
the aisle. The distinguished chairman, 
the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia, the Senator from Georgia, Sen-
ator NUNN, and their staffs have all 
worked diligently. 

I must confess that at 11 o’clock last 
night, I had my doubts we would be 
standing here this afternoon. But the 
tempo was very different this morning, 
and a lot of really good work has been 
done to clear amendments and to get 
amendments agreed to on both sides of 
the aisle. So I really express my sin-
cere appreciation to the members of 
the Armed Services Committee and to 
the staff and to the Democratic leader, 
for his leadership team and our leader-
ship time who was worked to bring this 
bill to a conclusion. 

I think to complete action on this 
Department of Defense authorization 
bill is in the best interest of the coun-
try. It will allow us to move on in reg-
ular order to the appropriations bill. I 
hope by getting the authorization bill 
done first, we can avoid some of the 
conflicts we have run into in the past 
between the appropriations and author-
ization bills. I am pleased we have got-
ten it done. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4433 
(Purpose: To extend through fiscal year 1997 

the prohibition on use of funds to imple-
ment an international agreement con-
cerning theater missile defense systems) 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that sections 231 and 232 
of the bill be stricken, and I now send 
to the desk an amendment inserting a 
new section, and ask the amendment 
be agreed to and the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table. This new 
section deals with demarcation of the-
ater missile defense systems between 
antiballistic systems. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. LOTT], 
for Mr. THURMOND, proposes an amendment 
numbered 4433. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle C of title II, add the 

following: 
SEC. 237. EXTENSION OF PROHIBITION ON USE 

OF FUNDS TO IMPLEMENT AN 
INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT CON-
CERNING THEATER MISSILE DE-
FENSE SYSTEMS. 

Section 235(c) of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public 
Law 104–106; 110 Stat. 232) is amended in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1) by inserting 
‘‘or 1997’’ after ‘‘fiscal year 1996’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4433) was agreed 
to. 

MODIFICATION OF SECTION 233 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that section 233, regard-

ing the ABM Treaty, be modified with 
the sense-of-the-Senate language I now 
send to the desk; and that the Foreign 
Relations Committee conduct hearings 
on the matter contained in section 233 
before the end of the session. 

While it is going to the desk, I want 
to say this is the proper thing to do. It 
is a serious matter as to how we deal 
with the question of 
multilateralization of treaties. I think 
the hearings are appropriate. I am glad 
to support this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the section is so modified. 

The modification is as follows: 
Section 233 is modified to read as follows: 

SEC. 233. CONVERSION OF ABM TREATY TO MUL-
TILATERAL TREATY. 

(a) FISCAL YEAR 1997.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that during fiscal year 1997, the 
United States shall not be bound by any 
international agreement entered into by the 
President that would substantively modify 
the ABM Treaty, including any agreement 
that would add one or more countries as sig-
natories to the treaty or would otherwise 
convert the treaty from a bilateral treaty to 
a multilateral treaty; unless the agreement 
is entered pursuant to the treaty making 
power of the President under the Constitu-
tion. 

(b) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAW.—This sec-
tion shall not be construed as superseding 
section 232 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1995 (Public Law 
103–337; 108 Stat. 2701) for any fiscal year 
other than fiscal year 1997, including any fis-
cal year after fiscal year 1997. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the majority lead-
er, after notification of the Democratic 
leader, may proceed to the consider-
ation of each of the following three 
bills; that they be considered in the fol-
lowing order, with no intervening busi-
ness in order between the three bills; 
that no amendments or motions be in 
order to these bills: 

Defend America, which is S. 1635; 
A bill to be introduced by the Demo-

cratic leader, or his designee, on behalf 
of the President regarding national 
missile defense; 

And a bill to be introduced by Sen-
ator NUNN regarding national missile 
defense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, with respect 
to the Chemical Weapons Convention, 
the majority leader and the Demo-
cratic leader will make every effort to 
obtain from the administration such 
facts and documents as requested by 
the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, in order to pursue its work and 
hearings needed to develop a complete 
record for the Senate regarding the 
Chemical Weapons Convention, Execu-
tive Calendar No. 12. 

With that in mind, I ask unanimous 
consent that the majority leader, after 
consultation with the Democratic lead-
er, will, prior to September 14, 1996, 
proceed to executive session to con-
sider Calendar No. 12, the Chemical 
Weapons Convention, and the treaty be 

advanced through its various par-
liamentary stages, up to and including 
the presentation of the resolution of 
ratification; that all reported condi-
tions and declarations be deemed 
agreed to; that there be two additional 
amendments to the resolution of ratifi-
cation, to be offered by the majority 
leader or his designee, dealing with the 
subject matter of the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention to be limited to 1 hour 
each, to be equally divided in the usual 
form; that no further conditions, 
amendments, declarations or under-
standings be in order; and there be 10 
hours additional time for debate, to be 
equally divided in the usual form; and 
following the conclusion or yielding 
back of time, the Senate proceed to the 
adoption of the resolution of ratifica-
tion, all without further action or de-
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Finally, I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill be advanced to 
third reading and final passage occur 
at 9:30 a.m. Wednesday, July 10, 1996, 
and paragraph 4 of rule XII be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I further 
state that if the resolution of ratifica-
tion, with respect to the Chemical 
Weapons Convention, is agreed to, then 
I will do my best to schedule the imple-
mentation legislation, if it is available, 
no later than early 1997. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. I wonder if the Demo-
cratic leader has any comments at this 
point. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me 
just commend the distinguished major-
ity leader. Like him, I was not very op-
timistic we would be able to get to this 
point. But I think it, again, dem-
onstrates the interest on both sides in 
working together to accomplish a num-
ber of major legislative achievements 
this year, and this is a good one. 

This is an important issue. It is a bill 
that we needed to get done. The admin-
istration is very much in keeping with 
our desire to see the completion of this 
legislation in the nearest possible 
time. 

We have appropriations bills when we 
get back. I look forward to using the 
same approach as we try to address 
those as well. It will be my hope that 
during the month of July, we can do on 
appropriations what we have just done 
on this authorization bill. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would 
like to confirm what, obviously, all 
Senators now know. There will be no 
further votes today. We will be back in 
session on Monday, July 8, during 
which time we will begin the debate 
that was outlined in the unanimous 
consent agreement with regard to min-
imum wage and small business tax pro-
visions, to be followed on Tuesday by 
the TEAM Act. And then there will be 
a vote, as we just outlined, at 9:30 a.m., 
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Wednesday of that week on the final 
passage of the DOD authorization bill. 

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-

nority leader is recognized. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

the majority leader, subject to an ear-
lier discussion we had, for the interest 
of Senators, if we might be able to an-
nounce that the minimum wage vote 
would occur after the caucuses on 
Tuesday, and that debate on minimum 
wage take place that morning to ac-
commodate traveling Senators and the 
debate on the issue, and then if there 
are votes, for them to be stacked at 
that point, 2:15, we would be happy to 
do that. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I believe 
that we can work together on that, and 
agree now that we would not have a 
vote on the minimum wage issue until 
after the policy luncheons on Tuesday. 
However, my intent was to complete 
all of the debate on that on Monday, 
and then have the debate on the small 
business packages on Tuesday. You 
know, we can work that out as far as 
the debate time. And we may need to 
stack some votes, or we may need to go 
to other issues that morning. But at 
the very minimum, we can agree now 
there will not be a vote on that until 
after the luncheons. Then I would like 
to work with the minority leader on 
the time for the rest of the debate. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I am 
primarily interested in when the votes 
take place and also accommodating 
some Senators who want to be heard on 
minimum wage who will not be here on 
Monday. And if it were possible to ac-
commodate them, to allow for addi-
tional comments on Tuesday morning, 
it would be very helpful. 

Mr. LOTT. As is always the case, just 
like we entered into having an agree-
ment we would have a vote on that 
Wednesday and final passage 30 min-
utes later so two Senators can be heard 
on issues they feel are important, I am 
sure we can work it out in a balanced 
way where there could be others that 
want to be heard on other subjects that 
morning. But we will work with the 
minority leader to make sure Senators 
have time to express their views. 

I thought the main thing was just to 
understand we would not have a vote 
until after the luncheon. But I want to 
maintain the flexibility of what we do 
earlier in the day, and after the vote, 
so we can get as much done on Tuesday 
as is at all possible. We will continue 
to work together on that. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the majority 
leader. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise to address an issue of vital impor-
tant to the U.S. Senate: whether the 
Senate should provide its advice and 
consent on any succession agreement 
regarding the ABM Treaty, especially 
an agreement that would convert the 
treaty from a bilateral agreement to a 
multilateral agreement. I would re-
mind my colleagues that existing law 
requires any substantive modification 

of the ABM Treaty to be submitted to 
the Senate for advice and consent. 

The administration has asserted that 
it would be inappropriate for the Sen-
ate to make a judgement about the 
substantive nature of any potential 
agreement at this point. But, if the 
Senate’s treaty making role is to be 
protected, we must clearly establish 
our views now, especially since the im-
plications of such an agreement are 
fairly clear already. To do otherwise 
would invite a major dispute with the 
executive branch in the near future and 
put the Senate in a position where its 
only recourse would be to attempt to 
prohibit the implementation of the 
agreement. In my view, 
multilateralization of the ABM Treaty 
clearly constitutes a substantive 
change. Let me briefly outline my rea-
sons for coming to this conclusion. 

First of all, the fundamental cir-
cumstances that produced the treaty in 
the first place have changed. The ABM 
Treaty, more than any other arms con-
trol agreement, was a product of the 
bipolar cold war confrontation between 
the United States and the Soviet 
Union. With the dissolution of the So-
viet Union, we face strategic and polit-
ical circumstances that are vastly dif-
ferent. 

Second, by having the Soviet Union 
succeeded, for purposes of the ABM 
Treaty, by some but not all of the inde-
pendent States of the former Soviet 
Union, each possessing full and sov-
ereign rights under the treaty, we 
would be changing, limiting, and ex-
tending certain rights and obligations 
previously possessed by the parties. 
This is all but a text book definition of 
a treaty amendment. U.S. rights would 
clearly be changed given the fact that 
the Standing Consultative Commis-
sion, the ABM Treaty’s implementing 
body, would now be comprised of sev-
eral parties, all of whom would need to 
consent to changes, clarifications, or 
amendments to the treaty. 

As the administration stated in a 
May 3, 1996, letter to Senator NUNN: 
‘‘Each Party will participate in imple-
menting the treaty as a sovereign enti-
ty. This includes a full and equal voice 
in the SCC.’’ When asked if the consent 
of all parties would be needed before 
the treaty could be amended, clarified, 
or interpreted, the administration an-
swered: ‘‘Yes. The U.S. has insisted on 
a decision-making mechanism in the 
SCC under which legally binding obli-
gations would be adopted by con-
sensus.’’ In effect, the SCC would be 
transformed into a corporate body in 
which the United States would need to 
receive five, six, or more affirmative 
votes before the treaty could be amend-
ed. In addition, some of the new treaty 
partners would only have partial 
rights. Of the former Soviet States, 
presumably only Russia would be enti-
tled to deploy an operational ABM sys-
tem. 

Third, the actual functional mechan-
ics of the ABM Treaty will be changed 
through multilateralization. The ABM 

Treaty is based largely on a geo-
graphical description of the United 
States and the Soviet Union. It states 
specifically that certain large phased 
array radars may only be located along 
the periphery of the territory of the 
parties. In the case of the former So-
viet Union, however, some such radars 
are now located outside Russia. The so- 
called Scrunda radar in Latvia, for ex-
ample, is on the territory of an inde-
pendent country that has categorically 
rejected membership in the ABM Trea-
ty. Clearly, any agreement that ad-
dresses the successorship issue will 
also have to redefine these geographic 
aspects of the treaty, which in and of 
themselves will constitute substantive 
amendments to the treaty. In this re-
gard, the Senate will be as interested 
to see which States do not accede to 
the ABM Treaty as it will be to see 
which countries do accede. 

Mr. President, as we consider this 
important matter, which dramatically 
affects the Senate’s constitutional pre-
rogatives, let me also remind my col-
leagues of an important debate that 
took place in this Chamber several 
years ago regarding the so-called broad 
versus narrow interpretation of the 
ABM Treaty. On March 11, 12, and 13, 
1987, the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, Senator NUNN, took to 
the floor to deliver a series of speeches 
criticizing the Reagan administration 
for having announced a new interpreta-
tion of the ABM Treaty. I do not wish 
to revisit the specific issues in that de-
bate, only to remind my colleagues, es-
pecially on the other side of the aisle, 
how outraged they were at what ap-
peared to be a challenge to the Sen-
ate’s constitutional treaty-making 
role. 

On March 11, 1987, Senator NUNN stat-
ed that the State Department was di-
rectly challenging the Senate’s con-
stitutional role. ‘‘This effect,’’ he said, 
‘‘could carry over and may well 
produce a congressional backlash 
through its exercise of the power of the 
purse and the power to raise and sup-
port armies in a manner that would 
give the effect to the original meaning 
of the treaty as presented to the Sen-
ate.’’ It is precisely such a backlash 
that we are seeking to avoid by includ-
ing section 233 in the Defense author-
ization bill. The administration is pro-
ceeding down a very dangerous course 
and we are simply trying to ensure 
that the Senate plays a role before we 
arrive at a point of crisis. 

Why do I use such strong terms in de-
scribing the administration’s present 
course? Let me be clear, Mr. President. 
The administration is not intending to 
submit any agreement to the Senate 
regarding ABM Treaty succession, even 
though such an agreement would con-
stitute a fundamental departure from 
substance of the treaty presented to 
the Senate for advice and consent in 
1972. In the same letter than I quoted 
from earlier, the administration makes 
clear that they are working on a 
memorandum of understanding on suc-
cession. What, I would ask, is the legal 
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standing of an MOU? How is it possible, 
given the major implications of such a 
change, that the administration is try-
ing to modify a major arms control 
treaty with an MOU, as if this were 
some minor agreement with a close and 
reliable ally? 

Mr. President, I do not believe that 
one can avoid the conclusion that the 
administration is negotiating major 
changes to the ABM Treaty, that these 
changes constitute substantive modi-
fications to the treaty and the rights 
and obligations of the parties, and that 
the Senate must be directly involved. 
In my view, this involvement must in-
clude advice and consent to any such 
agreement. The executive branch can-
not simply change the entire context of 
a major arms control treaty and expect 
the Senate to stand idly by. 

The administration has sought to use 
various analogies to other cases in 
which the executive branch has not 
sought, and the Senate has not insisted 
upon, advice and consent on succes-
sion. The examples of the Conventional 
Forces in Europe and Intermediate- 
range Nuclear Forces Treaties are fre-
quently used. 

In the case of CFE, the Senate spe-
cifically recognized the impending 
breakup of the Soviet Union and adopt-
ed provisions taking this into account 
during the ratification debate. In fact, 
the Senate was so concerned about this 
issue with regard to CFE that it took 
great care to develop a condition to the 
resolution of ratification specifying 
procedures for adding new states par-
ties and for evaluating the implica-
tions of the withdrawal of key newly 
independent states from the treaty. In 
the case of the ABM Treaty, no such 
provision has ever been made, since the 
ABM Treaty has always been viewed in 
a bipolar context. If anything, the case 
of the CFE Treaty argues for Senate 
advice and consent on any ABM Treaty 
succession agreement. 

In the case of the INF Treaty, in my 
view, the executive branch still should 
seek a formal protocol on succession. 
The only reason that this has not be-
come a major issue is due to the fact 
that INF has already been fully imple-
mented and there are no significant 
areas of contention. Unlike the ABM 
Treaty, there is little likelihood that 
the United States may require major 
amendments or clarifications to the 
INF Treaty. 

In the case of the START I Treaty, 
the succession agreement, known as 
the Lisbon Protocol, was in fact ap-
proved by the Senate as part of the 
overall ratification process. As in the 
case of CFE, START I was surrounded 
by major succession issues that the 
Senate had to address in a formal man-
ner. I think it is fair to say that nei-
ther CFE or START I would have been 
approved by the Senate if not for the 
fact that the succession issues were 
thoroughly addressed as part of the 
ratification debate. In both cases the 
Bush administration correctly saw 
that a vote of the Senate was nec-
essary. 

Mr. President, in summary, let me 
simply say that section 233 of the bill 
stands up for the prerogatives of the 
Senate. The fact that the administra-
tion is so opposed to it is very bother-
some. This provision was approved by 
the committee on a bipartisan basis 
and I believe that the Senate should 
overwhelmingly endorse it. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I want 

to thank the leadership on both sides 
of the aisle on behalf of all members of 
the Armed Services Committee on both 
sides of the aisle. We simply would not 
have been able to achieve what we have 
just announced without strong, firm 
commitments by both leaders. Indeed, I 
commend the distinguished Demo-
cratic whip who, likewise, helped in the 
clearance of amendments. 

It is remarkable. I have served with 
many leaders. I will tell you, each time 
they arise to the challenge. And this 
time, indeed, both leaders did arise to 
the challenge. So I thank the leaders 
on both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for third reading and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, having 
worked with our distinguished chair-
man on the committee, I wish to com-
pliment again his leadership in ena-
bling this bill to come through and be 
acted upon by the Senate in a timely 
manner thereby putting us in the log-
ical sequential order with the appro-
priations measure. 

I wish to congratulate the distin-
guished ranking member, Mr. NUNN. 
We have worked on bills for many 
years together. This will be the last 
that we have worked on together. I 
shall speak about his departure at a 
later time. 

I also wish to thank the staff on both 
sides who have diligently pursued ef-
forts dramatically in the last 24 hours. 
I assure you we were here until after 
midnight last night. 

Also, I wish to thank the many col-
leagues on our committee who took an 
active role in this, and certainly Sen-
ator MCCAIN with his usual help in try-
ing to get this series of amendments 
through and also working with the 
group of us who dealt with the time 
agreement which I hope will soon be 
adopted by the Senate. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 

after we call the roll next week, I will 
make some expressions of appreciation 
to those who were so helpful on this 
matter. 

One of them is the able Senator from 
Virginia who has done a magnificent 
service in the passage of this bill. I 
want to thank him. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent I may proceed as in 
morning business for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO MOLLIE BEATTIE 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my sorrow over the 
death last night of Mollie Beattie who 
was, up until just a few weeks ago, the 
Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. Mollie Beattie was a coura-
geous and determined woman for whom 
all of us who knew her had the most 
tremendous respect. 

As I mentioned, just up until a few 
weeks ago, she was Director of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and resigned 
from that because of the battle she was 
undergoing with brain cancer. Her 
death, Mr. President, is a great loss to 
this country. We have lost a com-
mitted, dynamic professional whose de-
votion to the conservation of our Na-
tion’s natural resources has benefited 
us all and will continue to improve the 
lives of our children and our grand-
children. 

Mr. President, as a way of commemo-
rating Mollie’s contribution and her 
spirit, I am honored to cosponsor S. 
1899, a bill to designate 8 million acres 
of wilderness within the 19-million acre 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge as the 
Mollie Beattie Alaska Wilderness Area. 
It seems to me this is a wonderful trib-
ute to a person whose appreciation of 
wild places has been a lodestar for her 
career. I am grateful to Senator STE-
VENS for sponsoring this resolution 
along with Senator LEAHY and Senator 
MURKOWSKI. 

Many of you knew Mollie and recog-
nized that she had incredible energy 
and vitality, and she brought all that 
to the Fish and Wildlife Service during 
her 3-year tenure there. She was the 
first woman to lead the Service, and 
she did an extraordinary job during a 
period when her agency was faced with 
increased budget cuts, public scrutiny 
and criticism. Her commitment to con-
servation of natural resources and to 
the people that work for the Fish and 
Wildlife Service made her an effective 
and well-respected advocate. 

Throughout her serious illness, Mol-
lie continued to lead the Service, dem-
onstrating the strength of courage that 
made her unquestionably an extraor-
dinary leader. She refused to let the se-
rious operations and treatments for her 
cancer keep her from the job she loved. 
Mr. President, I have had the privilege 
of working with Mollie Beattie on a 
number of issues important to the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. Just last month, 
on May 16, despite her poor health, she 
came to my office to urge me to help in 
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Congress to maintain the integrity of 
the 90-million-acre national wildlife 
refuge system. Her concern and devo-
tion for the conservation goals to the 
Fish and Wildlife Service were clear 
and constant throughout her career. 

I just want to point out one instance 
of the modesty that she had. On June 
14, she was featured as the ABC News 
‘‘Person of the Week.’’ As a condition 
of that interview, she insisted that the 
program highlight the importance of 
the Endangered Species Act above her 
own accomplishments. Her deep com-
mitment to the conservation of endan-
gered species led her to carry out a 
number of important administrative 
changes to improve that act. 

Mollie’s career was illustrious even 
before becoming Director of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. She was executive 
director of the Richard Snelling Center 
for Government in Vermont. Prior to 
coming to Washington, she was com-
missioner of the Vermont Department 
of Forests, Parks and Recreation. She 
was program director for the Windham 
Foundation, managing 1,300 acres of 
farm and forest land for wildlife. And 
she was a teacher of resource manage-
ment to private landowners for the 
University of Vermont. 

Mollie participated in a wide variety 
of nonprofit conservation initiatives, 
including serving as a board member of 
the American Forestry Association, 
the Vermont Land Trust, and the 
Vermont Natural Resources Council. 
She also chaired a Defenders of Wildlife 
commission on the future of the Na-
tional Wildlife System in Vermont’s 
Nonpoint Water Pollution Task Force. 

So, Mr. President, all of us have rea-
son to be deeply indebted to Mollie 
Beattie for her distinguished public 
service and great contribution to the 
protection of fish and wildlife and wide 
open spaces. And all of our prayers are 
with her and her family today. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO MOLLIE BEATTIE 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I wish to 

commend the distinguished Senator 
from Rhode Island for those very gra-
cious, warm, and honest thoughts 
about Mollie Beattie. The Senator 
from Rhode Island was privileged to 
know her, as was I. Of course, we in 
New England had a special feeling for 
her. Senator JEFFORDS and I—as in so 
many other things in Vermont where 
we have joined together—were abso-
lutely joined in our admiration of Mol-
lie Beattie. 

Even though we knew that the end 
was near for Mollie, I know that both 

Senator JEFFORDS and I felt sorrow 
this morning when we heard the news 
that she had died. Just a few minutes 
ago, Mr. President, I talked with her 
husband, Rick, and told him that we 
were about to pass, this evening, the 
legislation that would honor her in 
Alaska. And Rick told me that he had 
talked with Mollie as she lay dying and 
told her this legislation was moving 
forward. The distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Alaska, Mr. STEVENS, had in-
troduced it a few days ago in this body, 
cosponsored by Senator JEFFORDS, my-
self, and others, and we had been as-
sured that it would eventually pass. He 
said she was well aware of that and so 
humbled by it, saying that she could 
not imagine such a great honor, which 
was so typical of her. 

Mollie always thought to do what 
was best for our country, not just for 
this generation, but for the next gen-
eration. She did that continuously, and 
did it without ever looking at what it 
might do for her. She was affected and 
did feel honored and humble by what 
this body was doing. Frankly, we 
should feel honored that we have the 
opportunity to do this for Mollie 
Beattie. 

I should tell my colleagues that fol-
lowing a memorial service for her in 
Vermont this coming week, Wednesday 
afternoon, and one here in Washington 
with the Department of Interior, her 
ashes will be divided between Vermont 
and Alaska. She said to her husband 
that this was a case where she was 
going to be part Vermonter and part 
Alaskan. It was a way of talking of her 
deep affection for the State of 
Vermont, but her great appreciation 
for magnificent parts of the wilderness 
in our Nation that she was involved 
with. 

Also, in talking with Rick—and I 
think I give away nothing in this—he 
talked about the fact that when she 
was ill, when it was more difficult 
sometimes to work, she would ask her-
self at the end of each day of work, 
‘‘Was it worth it to come to work 
today?’’ She always had the same an-
swer: ‘‘Yes, it was.’’ She was able to do 
good for the country in the mission 
that had been entrusted to her. 

When Senator JEFFORDS and I, and 
others, sought her confirmation, I 
know that some Senators—especially 
from the western part of our country— 
wondered who was this eastern woman 
coming in to fill a position that was al-
ways held not only by men, but often-
times men from the West. Those same 
Senators are the ones who have come 
up to me on the floor in the past couple 
weeks, as the news of Mollie’s final ill-
ness reached us, and said, ‘‘I am going 
to miss her.’’ 

She has done, as the Senator from 
Rhode Island said, a superb job. She 
has dedicated herself and has been a 
true professional, a true public servant. 

So, Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished senior Senator from Alaska, 
Mr. STEVENS, for his help in this, and 
Senator JEFFORDS for joining as a co-

sponsor of this, and other Senators who 
worked with me until late last night, 
and again this morning, to release 
whatever holds might be on this legis-
lation, to allow it to go forward. I 
thank the distinguished Republican 
leader and the distinguished Demo-
cratic leader for their help in clearing 
this. It is a worthy tribute to Mollie 
Beattie. 

It is, more than that, a worthy trib-
ute to what is best in America. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CHAFEE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, JULY 
10, 1996 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at 9 a.m. on 
Wednesday, July 10, the Senate resume 
consideration of S. 1745 with 30 minutes 
of debate time remaining, to be divided 
with 71⁄2 minutes of debate under the 
control of each of the following Sen-
ators: THURMOND, NUNN, HELMS and 
PELL, with a vote on passage of S. 1745, 
the Defense Authorization Bill, at 9:30 
a.m. Further, that immediately fol-
lowing the vote, the Senate proceed to 
the immediate consideration en bloc of 
the following bills: Calendar No. 408, 
No. 409 and No. 410, and that all after 
the enacting clause be stricken and the 
appropriate portion of S. 1745, as 
amended, be inserted in lieu thereof, in 
accordance with a schedule which I 
have sent to the desk; further, that the 
bills be advanced to third reading and 
passed, the motions to reconsider be 
laid upon the table en bloc, and that 
the above actions occur without inter-
vening action or debate. 

I ask unanimous consent the Senate 
then immediately proceed to the con-
sideration of H.R. 3230, and that all 
after the enacting clause be stricken 
and the text of S. 1745, as amended, be 
inserted in lieu thereof; that the bill be 
advanced to third reading and passed; 
that the title of S. 1745 be substituted 
for H.R. 3230; the Senate then insist on 
its amendment and request a con-
ference with the House, and the Chair 
be authorized to appoint conferees, 
with no intervening action or debate. 

I finally ask that with respect to S. 
1762, S. 1763, and S. 1764, as just passed 
by the Senate, that if the Senate re-
ceives a message with regard to any of 
these bills from the House, the Senate 
disagree with the House on its amend-
ment or amendments and agree to a 
conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes, and the Chair be au-
thorized to appoint conferees, without 
any intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:40 Jun 20, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00076 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S28JN6.REC S28JN6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7297 June 28, 1996 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT 
AND RAILWAY LABOR ACT 
AMENDMENT—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now 
turn to consideration of Calendar No. 
417, S. 1788, the right-to-work bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard. 

Mr. LOTT. In light of the objection, I 
move to proceed to S. 1788. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

f 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I send a 
cloture motion to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to S. 1788, the National Right 
To Work Act. 

Trent Lott, Orrin Hatch, Paul Coverdell, 
Judd Gregg, Jesse Helms, Lauch Faircloth, 
Connie Mack, John Warner, Don Nickles, 
Robert F. Bennett, Hank Brown, Phil 
Gramm, Strom Thurmond, Kay Bailey 
Hutchison, Richard Shelby, Bob Smith. 

Mr. LOTT. I now withdraw the mo-
tion to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is withdrawn. 

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent 
that the cloture vote occur at 12 noon 
on Wednesday, July 10, and that the 
mandatory quorum under rule XXII be 
waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Thursday, 
June 27, 1996, the Federal debt stood at 
$5,118,682,872,218.91. 

On a per capita basis, every man, 
woman, and child in America owes 
$19,303.19 as his or her share of that 
debt. 

f 

CHURCH ARSON PREVENTION ACT 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, although I 
was pleased to have had the oppor-
tunity to join with Senators FAIRCLOTH 
and KENNEDY as an original cosponsor 
of S. 1890, the Church Arson Prevention 
Act, I remain saddened by the fact that 
this bipartisan legislative effort was 
even necessary. 

To think that the Congress of the 
United States must take action to stop 
the vile and revolting destruction that 
we have seen occurring at places of 
worship throughout this nation is a 
troubling through, indeed. It is simply 
incomprehensible to me that anyone in 
this country could be so depraved that 
they would consider, let along carry 
out, such deeds against the House of 
the Lord. 

Sadly, though, since January 1995, 
there have been fires at 75 churches na-
tionwide. And while many of these acts 
of religious terrorism have taken place 
in the South, the fact is that any activ-
ity of this kind is an attack on all 
Americans, all churches, and all faiths. 
Not one of us is spared the effects of 
these dehumanizing incidents. This is 
why it is important that we stand to-
gether, all of us, to speak with one 
voice in condemning these cries of un-
speakable dimension. Each of us, in 
this body and throughout this nation, 
must demonstrate a collective intoler-
ance for this destruction. 

I would hope that all Americans—be 
they Christian, Jew, Muslim, or even 
atheist—take time to remember that 
this nation was founded on the prin-
ciple of religious freedom. Many of 
those who set sail upon uncharted and 
dangerous seas nearly 400 years ago, 
who landed on shores they knew noth-
ing about, and who undertook unimagi-
nable risks, did so for one overriding 
reason: religious liberty. Indeed, this 
most fundamental right is the very 
first to be protected in the First 
Amendment to the Constitution. 

Mr. President, I believe that all of us 
have a responsibility, and those of us 
in this body a sworn duty, to defend 
this legacy. Thus, I urge every Amer-
ican to join me in condemning these 
terrible acts of violence: For if we are 
unwilling to condemn them then we 
are silently condoning them. 

f 

REGARDING FCC AUCTIONS 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I wanted 
to take a moment of the Senate’s time 

to discuss the issue of spectrum auc-
tions. Specifically, I want to discuss 
the potential for the Federal Commu-
nications Commission to auction chan-
nels 60 to 69. 

The American people expect the Con-
gress and the FCC to manage this 
country’s public assets in a responsible 
manner that ensures the greatest ben-
efit to the public as a whole. Unfortu-
nately, both the Congress’ and the FCC 
stewardship of this Nation’s spec-
trum—one of the most valuable public 
resources—has been uneven at best. 

To date over $20 billion has been 
raised by spectrum auctions. This $20 
billion is being used to pay down the 
deficit and to fund needed Government 
programs. The American people benefit 
from these auctions in that they allow 
innovative companies to offer new and 
exciting services and reduce the need 
on taxes. 

As my colleagues know, there is con-
siderable debate as to how to allocate 
broadcast ATV licenses. The Congress 
should and I hope soon will act on this 
issue and give the FCC the appropriate 
guidance necessary on that issue. How-
ever, such guidance is not neither need-
ed nor required for the Commission to 
act on the issue of auctioning channels 
60 to 69. 

Although there are stations that op-
erate between channels 60 to 69, those 
entities can be relocated or share other 
spectrum and still operate. In the long 
run these entities will not be adversely 
affected by being forced to relocate. 

During a recent hearing of the Com-
merce Committee, I inquired of the 
FCC Chairman as to whether a transi-
tion from analog to digital television 
could occur seamlessly while still auc-
tioning channels 60 to 69. Mr. Hundt in-
formed me that FCC engineers foresee 
no problems with this auction simulta-
neously occurring while a transition to 
digital TV occurs. 

Based on that evidence, I can see no 
reason whatsoever for an auction of 
channels 60 to 69 not to occur. Any ef-
fort to thwart an auction of these 
channels is being done in direct con-
tradiction of the needs of the best in-
terests of the American people. 

The last time the Commission had a 
similar issue before it the Commission 
decided—correctly I believe—to auc-
tion a block of spectrum previously 
held by a company named ACC. This 
auction fairly allocated the spectrum 
and resulted in a $682.5 million windfall 
for the American taxpayer. 

Deciding to vote to auction that 
spectrum should have been an easy de-
cision. However, it proved to be very 
controversial. Some have indicated 
that the decision to auction channels 
60 to 69 may be equally vexing. 

Mr. President, I sincerely hope that 
the FCC will see clear to do the right 
thing and auction these channels. This 
proposed auction will undoubtedly re-
sult in new revenues to the Treasury. If 
the Commission decides not to auction, 
I hope the Commission will correctly 
identify its action as a ripoff of the 
American taxpayer. 
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Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

f 

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
CDC 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 
month marks the 50th anniversary of 
the Nation’s premiere disease preven-
tion agency—the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention. CDC was origi-
nally created to work with State and 
local health officials to fight malaria, 
typhus and other communicable dis-
eases. Today, it’s expanded mission is 
to promote health and the quality of 
life by preventing and controlling dis-
ease, injury, and disability. 

Over the years, CDC has implemented 
numerous prevention programs that 
have saved lives and improved public 
health. One of the most dramatic ac-
complishments has been in combating 
infectious diseases through its child-
hood immunization initiatives. During 
this time, we have witnessed the eradi-
cation of the centuries-old scourge of 
smallpox, and the virtual elimination 
of polio in the Western Hemisphere. 

In recent years, CDC has been at the 
forefront of the battle against HIV and 
AIDS. It has initiated numerous stud-
ies, surveys, and prevention activities 
targeting all populations, including 
women and youth. It has developed and 
coordinated community planning pro-
grams to ensure that prevention efforts 
include services that are effective in 
various communities and scientifically 
sound. 

CDC’s immunization leadership de-
serves great credit. Infectious diseases 
used to kill or disable thousands of 
children every year. In 1995, vaccine- 
preventable diseases reached an all- 
time low, largely because immuniza-
tion rates had reached an all-time 
high. 

Yet there is still much to be done on 
immunization. Today over 1 million 2- 
year-olds lack one or more doses of rec-
ommended vaccines. CDC established 
the childhood immunization initiative 
to strengthen efforts to ensure that 
children are protected against vaccine- 
preventable diseases. The Vaccines for 
Children Program is one of the key 
components of this initiative, which 
CDC is implementing in partnership 
with States and providers nationwide. 

CDC also works effectively to prevent 
birth defects and genetic diseases, and 
it has had remarkable success in reduc-
ing mental retardation, fetal alcohol 
syndrome, and neural tube defects, in-
cluding spina bifida and anencephaly. 

CDC also investigates many environ-
mental hazards, including radiation, 
air pollution, and lead poisoning. In 
the 1970’s, CDC was instrumental in en-
couraging the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency to order the removal of 
virtually all lead from gasoline, on the 
basis of studies that identified gasoline 
as a primary source of lead poisoning. 
The blood lead levels of American chil-
dren have declined by 70 percent as a 
result of that action. 

In another principle initiative, CDC 
is working in partnership with States 

and public and private organizations to 
reduce tobacco use and exposure to en-
vironmental tobacco smoke, by com-
municating health information to the 
public, and assisting States in con-
ducting prevention programs to 
achieve these essential goals. 

CDC promotes women’s health in nu-
merous ways, including the Breast 
Cancer and Cervical Cancer Program, 
sexually transmitted disease programs, 
reproductive health research and anal-
ysis, and women’s health data collec-
tion. In addition, CDC has established 
an Office on Women’s Health and has 
made these issues one of the five prior-
ities of the agency. 

CDC also responds to emergencies at 
home and abroad, including floods, hur-
ricanes, earthquakes, and other disas-
ters. It sent representatives to help re-
spond to the terrorist bombing of the 
World Trade Center in New York City 
and the Federal building in Oklahoma 
City. In the last year, it has developed 
a national strategy for responding to 
emerging infectious disease threats. By 
implementing surveillance systems to 
identify problems and their causes, and 
developing appropriate responses, 
CDC’s leadership has been indispen-
sable in minimizing the impact of 
these threats on public health. 

I commend the agency for its ex-
traordinary contributions to the Na-
tion and the world. We need its leader-
ship now, more then ever. New public 
health challenges await us in the fu-
ture. Diseases and disasters are no 
longer easily confined to their place of 
origin, and wars and natural disasters 
create new opportunities for the spread 
of infectious diseases. The lessons of 
the past 50 years have taught us that 
we must expect the unexpected. Wheth-
er the issue is fighting Ebola outbreaks 
in Africa the reemergence of drug-re-
sistant tuberculosis in the United 
States, or many other public health 
threats, we know the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention will be at 
the forefront of the worldwide effort to 
combat them. 

f 

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL 
AND PREVENTION 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, on July 1, 
1996, the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention will celebrate its 50th 
anniversary. 

Mr. President, in the United States 
and around the world, the words ‘‘Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Preven-
tion’’ are synonymous with public 
health. What started in 1946 as a small 
and comparatively insignificant branch 
of the Public Health Service, estab-
lished to prevent the spread of malaria, 
is today one of the most highly re-
garded agencies in the Federal Govern-
ment—an agency whose interests in-
clude every communicable disease 
known to man, and whose mission is to 
protect the public health by providing 
practical help whenever and wherever 
it is called upon to do so. 

Over the years, the CDC has become 
more than just a center for disease con-
trol. As early as the 1950’s, it became a 
center of epidemiology, providing sur-
veillance of known diseases and fer-
reting out the cause of new ones wher-
ever they occurred. From influenza, 
polio, tuberculosis, and smallpox in the 
United States to, more recently, Ebola 
fever in Zaire, the CDC has answered 
SOS calls from all over the world, and 
become not only a global leader in pub-
lic health, but the Nation’s and the 
world’s response team for a wide range 
of health emergencies. 

In 1992, it expanded its mission even 
further—from investigating and con-
trolling disease to preventing it. 
Today, it champions the prevention of 
disability and premature death from 
chronic disease by promoting mater-
nal, infant, and adolescent health, ex-
amining the interactions between peo-
ple and their environment, coordi-
nating the planning and implementa-
tion of various vaccine programs for 
children and adults, communicating in-
formation for public health action, and 
establishing a science base for public 
health practice. 

Mr. President, over the years, the 
CDC has also had a variety of directors 
who have lead it with distinction, not 
the least of which is its current and 
distinguished director, Dr. David 
Satcher—a fellow Nashvillian whom I 
am proud to call my colleague and 
friend. A former president of Meharry 
Medical College, professor at the More-
house School of Medicine, faculty 
member of the King-Drew Medical Cen-
ter and the UCLA School of Medicine, 
Dr. Satcher brings not only world-class 
stature, but unmatched skill, integ-
rity, and experience to his post as CDC. 

Mr. President, it is my pleasure to 
extend to Dr. Satcher, and to all the 
staff and employees of the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, my 
heartiest congratulations on the CDC’s 
50th anniversary, and my best wishes 
for their continued success in the fu-
ture. 

Mr. President, I thank the chair and 
yield the floor. 

f 

LEGISLATION REGARDING THE 
TERM ‘‘NORMAL TRADE RELA-
TIONS’’ 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, yester-
day I joined with Senators ROTH, MOY-
NIHAN, BAUCUS, and others on the Fi-
nance Committee in introducing a 
measure that will clarify and empha-
size the true meaning of most-favored- 
nation [MFN] trading status—a mis-
nomer if there ever was one. This is a 
change I long have advocated, and I 
hope the Senate will move quickly to 
approve this legislation. 

Since 1989, MFN has gained notoriety 
as a special favor, a boon, that we 
grant to other nations. Yet nothing 
could be further from the truth. MFN 
denotes a concept used by trading na-
tions that has been around since the 
12th century. That concept is simple: 
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No nation shall be granted trade treat-
ment less favorable than that granted 
to the most favored nation. In other 
words, no playing favorites. Every na-
tion is to be treated equitably, without 
discrimination, when it comes to the 
terms of trade. 

Thus, the concept represents the low-
est common denominator of trade sta-
tus—the basic treatment that all re-
ceive. 

Over time, however, this concept 
came to be known not as, say, ‘‘non-
discriminatory treatment’’ status, or 
‘‘least favored nation’’ status, but as 
‘‘most favored nation’’ status. This un-
fortunate terminology has fostered the 
mistaken view that MFN is a special 
treatment granted only to a privileged 
few. In fact, just the opposite is true: 
MFN, as the basic trading status be-
tween nations, is granted to virtually 
all nations with whom the United 
States trades. The exceptions can al-
most be counted on one hand: Serbia, 
Laos, Afghanistan, Vietnam, Cuba, 
North Korea, and Cambodia. I might 
add that Cambodia is about to come off 
that already meager list, if legislation 
now pending in Congress is approved. 

So while the concept of MFN is 
sound, the term used to denote that 
concept is misleading and has resulted 
in a good deal of mischief—a fact that 
Senators MOYNIHAN and I have la-
mented often during Senate Finance 
Committee hearings. It is time that we 
called the MFN nondiscrimination con-
cept by a term that more accurately 
represents its meaning. 

Therefore, I am joining with Chair-
man ROTH, Senator MOYNIHAN and all 
of my Finance Committee colleagues 
to amend U.S. law, where appropriate, 
to replace the term MFN with the term 
‘‘NTR:’’ normal trade relations. From 
this point on, we will discuss legisla-
tion and hold debate on the non-
discrimination concept using the term 
NTR in place of MFN. 

With the concept of MFN remain the 
same? Yes. Are we signaling a change 
in domestic policy, or modifying our 
international obligations in any way? 
No. But we are making perfectly clear 
to everyone the true meaning and pur-
pose of this centuries-old concept. And 
it is my hope that our legislation will 
result in a better understanding of 
international trade relations, both here 
in the Congress and in the eyes of the 
public. 

f 

MARINE CORPS GENERAL OFFICER 
REQUIREMENT 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on 
Wednesday, my colleague from Iowa, 
Senator GRASSLEY, posed a legitimate 
question regarding the Marine Corps 
general officer requirement. As I said 
at the time, that question deserves a 
legitimate answer. His question basi-
cally was, Why does this year’s Defense 
authorization bill provide an extra 12 
general officers for the Marines at a 
time when the Marines are very much 
in a downsizing mode? The Marine 

Corps recognized the need for addi-
tional general officers several years 
ago. They developed a plan which was 
then validated by an independent civil-
ian study and received scrutiny and ap-
proval at the Secretary of the Navy 
level. The Assistant Secretary of De-
fense received the study and found the 
rationale to be legitimate and support-
able. 

First, let me address Senator GRASS-
LEY’s concern for the growth of service 
headquarters. The Marine Corps’ re-
quest for additional general officers is 
not an attempt to increase the size of 
their service headquarters. For the 
record, half of those general officers 
authorized will fill warfighting billets 
which are currently vacant. Another 
four will be available for assignment to 
our warfighting CINCS and two will be 
used to fill the positions of com-
manding general at the two Marine 
Corps recruit depots. As Senator 
GRASSLEY quoted General Sheehan, 
‘‘Service Headquarters should not be 
growing as the force shrinks.’’ I agree, 
and General Krulak, Commandant of 
the Marine Corps agrees; Marine Head-
quarters will not be growing with the 
addition of these general officers. 

Second, let me talk for a few minutes 
about why the Marines need the addi-
tional generals. As the Marines have 
been brought into the joint arena, the 
Corps received no increase in flag offi-
cer strengths while willingly picking 
up additional joint requirements at the 
general officer level. As they have been 
called upon to fill legitimate joint bil-
lets, the Marines have had to leave in-
ternal warfighting billets vacant. For 
instance, a Marine division and a Ma-
rine airwing have colonels serving as 
assistant commanders. This leaves 
only one general for forces of 18,000 and 
15,000 respectively. The other services 
may have at least two to three flag of-
ficers in comparable units. 

As I have said, 6 of the 12 generals in-
cluded in the bill would go directly 
into existing vacant warfighting posi-
tions. Four of the other six would per-
mit the Marines an appropriate rep-
resentation at the senior level in the 
joint arena. This will ensure equitable 
representation in joint duty positions 
as we envisioned when we passed Gold-
water-Nickles. Let me add that the 
study that I mentioned earlier docu-
mented an even larger requirement for 
additional marine generals. The Com-
mandant reduced that to 14. Our staff 
validated only 12. I really believe that 
this is the right thing for this body to 
do. This matter has received the clos-
est of scrutiny at all levels and was 
found to be sound. 

In summary, Mr. President, the Ma-
rine Corps would agree with General 
Sheehan’s remarks that the unwar-
ranted growth of headquarters staffs 
ultimately threatens the services’ 
warfighting capabilities. However, as I 
just discussed, the Marine Corps is not 
trying to increase the size of its head-
quarters staff, but is first attempting 
to correct a long-standing deficiency in 

the number of general officers author-
ized to fill existing warfighting billets, 
and second, is in good faith pursuing 
the need to meet the requirements of 
the joint warfighting arena mandated 
by Goldwater-Nickles. The Marine 
Corps’ request has been studied exten-
sively and is supported by both Sec-
retary of the Navy, and the Depart-
ment of Defense. Correspondingly, the 
Armed Services Committee has studied 
and agreed with the requirement. 

I respect the inquiry from my col-
league from Iowa. He asked a good 
question and I am pleased to be able to 
report that the Armed Services Com-
mittee’s recommendation is supported 
by analytical evidence and is require-
ments based. I am confident that we 
have made the proper recommendation; 
however, I assure my colleague that 
the Armed Services Committee will 
continue to exercise its oversight re-
sponsibilities by reviewing the Marine 
Corps general officer requirements an-
nually. 

f 

ALEXANDR LEBED’S ATTACKS ON 
FAITH 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, when 
Alexandr Lebed called the Church of 
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints 
‘‘mold and scum’’ he attacked my 
faith. Russia’s new security chief—the 
man who stands behind Boris Yeltsin— 
attacked the faith of America’s 6th 
largest church. I believe this requires 
an immediate and forceful response, 
and my colleagues and I have drafted a 
letter to Boris Yeltsin, Ambassador 
Vorontsov and Secretary of State 
Christopher. 

In his campaign comments yester-
day, Lebed struck the nationalist 
chord. He spoke of the ‘‘officially rec-
ognized’’ faiths of ‘‘Orthodox Christi-
anity, Islam and Buddhism.’’ There is 
no mention of Russia’s Jews, and that 
concerns me greatly. 

The Mormon faith is a ‘‘security 
threat’’ to Russia, according to Lebed. 
It is comparable to the Japanese cult 
that unleashed poison gas on Tokyo 
last year. Comparing the Christian 
faith of the Mormons to a murderous 
cult led by a deranged individual is a 
calumny. Referring to the Mormons as 
a security threat appears to be anti- 
democratic demoguogery reminiscent 
of communist propoganda. 

Remember that, in the old days of 
communist propaganda, the Russian 
people were kept in ignorance and fear 
with official myths of fabricated for-
eign threats. 

Remember that, in the old days of 
the communist regime, the totali-
tarian state disguised itself as a pater-
nalistic state that denied all individual 
rights, including the freedom of reli-
gious practice. 

We shouldn’t be surprised, after all. 
Lebed has taken his outrageous rhet-
oric right out of the resurgent com-
munist party’s playbook. This bodes ill 
for democratic evolution in Russia. 

I think Mormons should be insulted, 
and I am declaring my outrage here. I 
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think Jews should be concerned, and I 
am declaring my complete support for 
Russian Jews here. 

And I think the Russian people 
should be insulted. I have too much re-
spect for the character, strength, and, 
yes, the spirit of the Russian people to 
think that they need to be patronized 
by threats of religious persecution. 

I will continue to support democratic 
evolution in Russia. And I think that 
this evolution demands respect for all 
human rights—including the right to 
freedom of religion. I have expressed 
this in a letter I have drafted to Presi-
dent Yeltsin and Ambassador 
Vorontsov, and I am grateful that my 
colleagues here have co-signed it. I am 
also happy to sign the letter Senator 
BENNETT has drafted to Secretary of 
State Christopher. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
letters be printed in the Record. 

I now call on Alexandr Lebed to 
apologize, and to demonstrate that he 
has no intention of repeating his 
threats to freedom of religion in Rus-
sia. The future of democratic Russia 
depends on the preservation of this 
freedom. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, June 28, 1996. 

His Excellency BORIS YELTSIN, 
President of the Russian Federation, The Krem-

lin, Moscow, Russia. 
DEAR PRESIDENT YELTSIN: We are writing 

to express our outrage at the comments on 
religion reported by Western and Russian 
news agencies of your new National Security 
Council Chief, Alexandr Lebed. Mr. Lebed’s 
malicious, unfounded and untrue remarks 
are an attack on all of the Christian faithful 
of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints, the Mormon Church. His comparison 
of the Mormons to a murderous cult in 
Japan is offensive, false, and a heinous cal-
umny that could not be explained by mere 
ignorance. 

In addition, his notable exclusion of the 
Jewish faith from the religions he believes 
should be ‘‘officially recognized’’ raises con-
cerns worldwide. We are greatly worried over 
what such an omission means for Russia’s 
Jews. 

We are strong supporters of democratic 
evolution in Russia and have watched with 
great admiration many of the recent devel-
opments in your country. But we simply can-
not understand how such hateful declara-
tions of intolerance from leaders of the Rus-
sian government can be reconciled with indi-
vidual human rights, the whole of which can-
not exclude freedom of religion. 

Furthermore, while we admire and support 
the very real movement toward democracy 
in Russia, we cannot ignore the manifesta-
tion, explicit in these remarks, of a men-
tality from Russia’s authoritarian past that 
fabricates foreign threats and influences. 

Finally, we have all studied Russian his-
tory. As citizens of a free country, we’ve 
probably had access to greater resources on 
Russian history than citizens of your coun-
try had up until a few years ago. Any under-
standing of Russian history must recognize 
the character and intelligence of the Russian 
people as well as their individual courage. It 
is simply incomprehensible to us that any of 
Russia’s leaders would insult their own citi-
zens with a paternalistic attempt to prevent 

them from making their own determinations 
about matters as deeply personal as religious 
beliefs. 

Sincerely, 
ORRIN G. HATCH. 
JESSE HELMS. 
ROBERT F. BENNETT. 
ARLEN SPECTER. 
HARRY REID. 
JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, June 28, 1996. 

His Excellency YULIY M. VORONTSOV, 
Ambassador of the Russian Federation, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. AMBASSADOR: We are writing to 

express our outrage at the comments on reli-
gion reported by Western and Russian news 
agencies of your new National Security 
Council Chief, Alexandr Lebed. Mr. Lebed’s 
malicious, unfounded and untrue remarks 
are an attack on all of the Christian faithful 
of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latterday 
Saints, the Mormon Church. His comparison 
of the Mormons to a murderous cult in 
Japan is offensive, false, and a heinous cal-
umny that could not be explained by mere 
ignorance. 

In addition, his notable exclusion of the 
Jewish faith from the religions he believes 
should be ‘‘officially recognized’’ raises con-
cerns worldwide. We are greatly worried over 
what such an omission means for Russia’s 
Jews. 

We are strong supporters of democratic 
evolution in Russia and have watched with 
great admiration many of the recent devel-
opments in your country. But we simply can-
not understand how such hateful declara-
tions of intolerance from leaders of the Rus-
sian government can be reconciled with indi-
vidual human rights, the whole of which can-
not exclude freedom of religion. 

Furthermore, while we admire and support 
the very real movement toward democracy 
in Russia, we cannot ignore the manifesta-
tion, explicit in these remarks, of a men-
tality from Russia’s authoritarian past that 
fabricates foreign threats and influences. 

Finally, we have all studied Russian his-
tory. As citizens of a free country, we’ve 
probably had access to greater resources on 
Russian history than citizens of your coun-
try had up until a few year ago. Any under-
standing of Russian history must recognize 
the character and intelligence of the Russian 
people as well as their individual courage. It 
is simply incomprehensible to us that any of 
Russia’s leaders would insult their own citi-
zens with a paternalistic attempt to prevent 
them from making their own determinations 
about matters as deeply personal as religious 
beliefs. 

Sincerely, 
ORRIN G. HATCH. 
JESSE HELMS. 
ROBERT F. BENNETT. 
ARLEN SPECTER. 
HARRY REID. 
JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, June 28, 1996. 

The Honorable WARREN CHRISTOPHER, 
Secretary of State, U.S. Department of State, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: According to West-

ern news agencies, yesterday General Alex-
ander Lebed, the new head of Russia’s Na-
tional Security Council, made a number of 
comments on religious life in Russia today. 
First, he equated the Church of Jesus Christ 
of Latter-Day Saints to the Japanese ter-
rorist cult Aum Supreme Truth. His charac-
terization of the Church is defamatory and 
indefensible in any circumstances, let alone 
for the second most powerful official in the 

Russian Federation. Further, given Russia’s 
history of anti-Semitism, his omission of the 
Jewish faith as an acceptable part of reli-
gious life in Russia further reflects a dan-
gerous return to the practices of the past. 

Equally disturbing, General Lebed’s assess-
ment of the principal religious traditions in 
Russia, beyond being false, is taken directly 
from the preelection speeches of Communist 
Party Gennadei Zyuganov. This willingness 
to adopt Communist misstatement on the 
part of a Russian government official leaves 
us genuinely concerned about whether the 
Russian political elite is serious in its efforts 
to break decisively with the Communist 
past. 

As Senators, however, we are most of-
fended that such statements by Mr. Lebed, 
or any other Russian official, indicate no tol-
erance in Russia for religious freedom or dis-
sent of any kind. Such behavior dem-
onstrates that, despite the presence of elec-
toral institutions, Russia has made precious 
little progress toward the development of a 
civil society. Indeed, Mr. Lebed’s statements 
may have demonstrated that the emperor of 
Russia ‘‘democracy’’ has no clothes. 

Finally, Mr. Secretary, inasmuch as free-
dom of religion is a core element of Amer-
ican society and one of the bases of our cur-
rent assistance program, we ask that you re-
view United States assistance to Russia. In a 
separate letter, we will be raising the same 
issue with Brian Atwood, Administrator of 
AID. We look forward to your comments. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT F. BENNETT. 
HARRY REID. 
ARLEN SPECTER. 
ORRIN G. HATCH. 
JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 1:58 pm., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3663. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Government 
Reorganization Act to permit the Council of 
the District of Columbia to authorize the 
issuance of revenue bonds with respect to 
water and sewer facilities, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 3675. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Transportation and 
related agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1997, and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker also signed the following en-
rolled bills: 

H.R. 2437. An act to provide for the ex-
change of certain lands in Gilpin County, 
Colorado. 
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H.R. 3525. An act to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to clarify the Federal jurisdic-
tion over offenses relating to damage to reli-
gious property. 

f 

MEASURE REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 3675. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Transportation and 
related agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1997, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–3228. A communication from the Acting 
General Counsel, Department of Commerce, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to the support for S. 39; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3229. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, an annual report on Financial Over-
view for fiscal year 1995; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3230. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Global Programs, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a final 
rule entitled ‘‘Climate and Global Change 
Program,’’ received on June 12, 1996; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3231. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Congressional Affairs, Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report on a final policy 
statement relative to the Omnibus Trade and 
Competitiveness Act; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3232. A communication from the Man-
aging Director, Federal Communications 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report entitled ‘‘Commission’s Rules to 
Permit Routine Use of Signal Boosters,’’; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3233. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a trade regulation rule concerning the incan-
descent lamp industry; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3234. A communication from the Office 
of the Chairman, Surface Transportation 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port of rules relative to traffic; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3235. A communication from the Office 
of the Chairman, Surface Transportation 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port of rules relative to rail lines; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3236. A communication from the Dep-
uty Director of the Office of Public/Private 
Initiatives, International Trade Administra-
tion, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a final 
rule entitled ‘‘International Buyer Pro-
gram,’’ (RIN0625–XX07) received on June 17, 
1996; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3237. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Resource Management and Plan-
ning Staff, Trade Development, Inter-
national Trade Administration, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a final rule entitled ‘‘Market 
Development Cooperator Program,’’ 
(RIN0625–ZA03) received on June 13, 1996; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3238. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, an annual report 
relative to Congress Civil Aviation Security; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–3239. A communication from the Pro-
gram Management Officer, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report of a final rule entitled ‘‘Summer 
Flounder Fishery,’’ (RIN0648–AI93) received 
on June 20, 1996; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3240. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of an interim final 
rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries in the Caribbean, 
Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic,’’ 
(RIN0648–AI20) received on June 24, 1996; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3241. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Fisheries, Conservation 
and Management, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a final rule entitled ‘‘Groundfish of 
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area,’’ 
received on June 13, 1996; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3242. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Fisheries, Conservation 
and Management, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a final rule entitled ‘‘Groundfish of 
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area,’’ 
received on June 21, 1996; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3243. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Fisheries, Conservation 
and Management, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a final rule entitled ‘‘Pacific Hal-
ibut Fisheries,’’ received on June 7, 1996; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3244. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Fisheries, Conservation 
and Management, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a final rule entitled ‘‘Reef Fish 
Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico,’’ received on 
June 24, 1996; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3245. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Fisheries, Conservation 
and Management, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a final rule entitled ‘‘Groundfish of 
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area,’’ 
received on June 24, 1996; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3246. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Fisheries, Conservation 
and Management, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a final rule entitled ‘‘Pacific Coast 
Groundfish Fishery,’’ received on June 12, 
1996; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3247. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Fisheries, Conservation 
and Management, National Marine Fisheries 

Service, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a final rule entitled ‘‘Ocean Salmon 
Fisheries Off the Coasts of Washington, Or-
egon, and California,’’ received on June 24, 
1996; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3248. A communication from the Office 
of the Managing Director, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to noise figure 
performance measurements; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3249. A communication from the Office 
of the Managing Director, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to open video 
systems; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3250. A communication from the Office 
of the Managing Director, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to FM broadcast 
stations; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM, from the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources, with 
amendments: 

S. 1423. A bill to amend the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970 to make modi-
fications to certain provisions, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 104–308). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, without 
amendment: 

S. 1174. A bill to amend the Wild and Sce-
nic Rivers Act to designate certain segments 
of the Lamprey River in New Hampshire as 
components of the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 104–309). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute and 
an amendment to the title: 

S. 1226. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Interior to prepare a study of battlefields 
of the Revolutionary War and the War of 
1812, to establish an American Battlefield 
Protection Program, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 104–310). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, without 
amendment: 

S. 1874. A bill to amend sections of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act that 
are obsolete or inconsistent with other stat-
utes and to repeal a related section of the 
Federal Energy Administration Act of 1974 
(Rept. No. 104–311). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment: 

H.R. 238. A bill to provide for the protec-
tion of wild horses within the Ozark Na-
tional Scenic Riverways and prohibit the re-
moval of such horses (Rept. No. 104–312). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, without 
amendment: 

H.R. 1014. A bill to authorize extension of 
time limitation for a FERC-issued hydro-
electric license (Rept. No. 104–313). 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 
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By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 

Mr. JEFFORDS): 
S. 1922. A bill to amend the Employee Re-

tirement Income Security Act of 1974 to es-
tablish a Pension ProSave system which im-
proves the retirement income security of 
millions of American workers by encour-
aging employers to make pension contribu-
tions on behalf of employees, by facilitating 
pension portability, by preserving and in-
creasing retirement savings, and by simpli-
fying pension law; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

S. 1923. A bill to establish a Pension 
ProSave system which improves the retire-
ment income security of millions of Amer-
ican workers by encouraging employers to 
make pension contributions on behalf of em-
ployees, by facilitating pension portability, 
by preserving and increasing retirement sav-
ings, and by simplifying pension law; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 1924. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 

Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation and coastwise trade endorsement 
for the vessel DAMN YANKEE; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

By Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. HATCH, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, 
Mr. WARNER, Mr. GREGG, Mr. FRIST, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. LOTT, Mrs. KASSE-
BAUM, Mr. KYL, Mr. MACK, Mr. NICK-
LES, and Mr. PRESSLER): 

S. 1925. A bill to amend the National Labor 
Relations Act to protect employer rights, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself and Mr. 
SPECTER): 

S. 1926. A bill to provide for the integrity 
of the medicare program under title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 1927. A bill to prohibit 401(k) plans from 

investing in collectibles and to require cer-
tain 401(k) plans to provide to participants 
annual, detailed reports on the investments 
made by such plans; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. LEVIN: 
S. 1928. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to eliminate tax incentives 
for exporting jobs outside of the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 1929. A bill to extend the authority for 

the Homeless Veterans’ Reintegration 
Projects for fiscal years 1997 through 1999, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans Affairs. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. BROWN: 
S. Res. 275. Resolution to express the sense 

of the Senate concerning Afghanistan; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and Mr. 

JEFFORDS): 

S. 1922. A bill to amend the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to establish a Pension ProSave 
system which improves the retirement 
income security of millions of Amer-
ican workers by encouraging employers 
to make pension contributions on be-

half of employees, by facilitating pen-
sion portability, by preserving and in-
creasing retirement savings, and by 
simplifying pension law; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

S. 1923. A bill to establish a Pension 
ProSave system which improves the re-
tirement income security of millions of 
American workers by encouraging em-
ployers to make pension contributions 
on behalf of employees, by facilitating 
pension portability, by preserving and 
increasing retirement savings, and by 
simplifying pension law; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

THE PENSION PRO-SAVE ACT 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ap-

preciate very much the chance to 
speak, address the Senate today on the 
very important issue of retirement se-
curity. The Senator from Vermont, 
Senator JEFFORDS, and myself are in-
troducing today two bills. I will just 
read the title for people so that they 
will get an idea what these bills will 
do: 

To establish a Pension ProSave system 
that improves retirement income security 
for millions of American workers by encour-
aging employers to make pension contribu-
tions on behalf of employees, by facilitating 
pension portability, by preserving and in-
creasing retirement savings, and by simpli-
fying pension law. 

Mr. President, before I describe our 
proposal, let me describe the problem, 
because I think the problem we are at-
tempting to confront is severe, is seri-
ous, and affects many of us in this 
country. This first chart I have here 
describes the problem very well. This is 
a chart with the title, ‘‘More Than 50 
Million Workers Are Not Earning A 
Pension.’’ 

This pie chart shows that over half of 
the private sector workers in this 
country today, 50.8 million people, as 
of April 1993, so I am sure it is even 
larger now, but over 50 million people 
are not covered by any kind of pension. 
This, of course, is separate from Social 
Security, which is not a pension pro-
gram. But as regards any other type of 
pension, more than half of our workers 
are not covered today. 

Let me show another chart that sort 
of breaks this down by State and shows 
the problem as it exists from State to 
State. You can see the percentages. 
This chart shows on a map here the 
percentage of people covered by some 
type of pension plan in each of our 
States. People might ask, why is a Sen-
ator from New Mexico even interested 
in this issue? I can tell you why. When 
you look at New Mexico, we have the 
lowest percentage of our workers cov-
ered by pensions of any State in the 
Union; 29 percent of our private sector 
employees in New Mexico actually 
have some degree of pension coverage. 

Let me show another chart here, 
which tries to make the same point 
somewhat differently and just shows 
the percentage of workers who do not 
have coverage: ‘‘State Differences In 
Pension Coverage.’’ Starting from the 
top, the State with the largest percent-
age of workers not covered is New Mex-
ico, with 71 percent; next Louisiana, 69 

percent; then Nevada, 67 percent; and 
on down the list. 

I see my friend from North Dakota 
on the floor. In his State, 61 percent 
percent of the people in that State do 
not have any pension coverage. So this 
is a serious, serious problem. 

The final chart I will show is a chart 
to make the point that the problem is 
not getting better or getting solved. In 
fact, it is getting worse. This shows 
two different figures here, first the fig-
ure for 1979 and then the figure for 1989. 
The red is the percentage of coverage 
that existed in 1979, the yellow is the 
percentage of coverage that existed 10 
years later, in 1989, for different groups 
in our society depending upon the ex-
tent of the education they have re-
ceived. 

We can see for those with less than a 
high school education, in 1979, 44 per-
cent of those people were covered; in 
1989, 28 percent. And on and on down 
through the list. Again, it is clear that 
our Nation has a severe problem to 
confront. 

Second, it is clear the problem is get-
ting worse. The reasons for inadequate 
pension coverage are what we need to 
focus on. I believe there are four key 
reasons why so many of our citizens 
have no pension coverage. 

First, present law does not provide 
adequate incentives for employers to 
contribute to a pension plan for them-
selves and their employees. Many of 
our small businesses, the vast majority 
of our small businesses, do not con-
tribute at the present time because 
those incentives are not there. 

A second reason is that, in addition 
to inadequate incentives, present law 
imposes significant administrative du-
ties on employers who wish to assist in 
providing pension coverage. 

A third reason is that the rapid pace 
of job change, combined with signifi-
cant waiting periods before retirement 
benefits vest, results in many employ-
ees losing their rights to retirement 
benefits when they move from job to 
job. 

The fourth reason is that present law 
greatly limits the amount of pretax 
savings that a person can achieve un-
less his or her employer does take on 
this administrative duty of estab-
lishing a pension plan. 

Let me describe briefly the proposal 
that Senator JEFFORDS and I are put-
ting before the Senate today and are 
having referred to committee. This 
Pension ProSave proposal seeks to in-
crease the number of Americans with 
some level of pension benefits by cur-
ing the deficiencies that are presently 
in the law. First, it provides an addi-
tional tax incentive to an employer if 
he or she commits an amount equal to 
at least 1 percent of each employee’s 
salary to a pension for all employees. 
The maximum amount each year that 
an employer may contribute for each 
employee would be $5,000. 
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A second way we are trying to cor-

rect deficiencies is that the adminis-
trative duties on the employer wishing 
to participate in this Pension ProSave 
proposal are kept to an absolute min-
imum. Employers are given the flexi-
bility to increase the amount of the 
contribution to the pension plan or to 
suspend payments entirely for a single 
year, if that is necessary because of 
economic hardship in the business. The 
employer participating in Pension 
ProSave is free of any future pension 
obligations to employees once those 
employees leave the job. That is a very 
important benefit to employers, as we 
see it. 

A third way we are trying to correct 
deficiencies is that the employee will 
become eligible to accrue pension bene-
fits whenever those pension benefits 
are made by the employer. If the em-
ployer wants to participate in Pension 
ProSave, the employer would have to 
go ahead and make contributions for 
each employee once the employee has 
been employed for 6 months. But those 
payments would vest immediately once 
they were made into the ProSave ac-
count of the employee. 

When an employee not covered by 
Pension ProSave leaves a job where 
benefits have accrued, that employee 
would have the right to direct the em-
ployer to transfer the cash equivalent 
of accrued pension benefits to an ac-
count in the name of the employee and 
the Pension Portability Clearinghouse 
which we are establishing under this 
act. 

Under Pension ProSave, an employee 
may save additional pretax dollars for 
his or her own retirement in the 
amount twice what the employer con-
tributes each year, to a maximum of 
$5,000, whichever is less. Amounts em-
ployees are permitted to save are in ad-
dition to what might be saved in an 
IRA or some other pension plan. 

To accomplish this set of objectives, 
we are proposing to establish a non-
profit, private corporation chartered 
by an act of Congress, which would be 
designated the Pension Portability 
Clearinghouse, to administer the Pen-
sion ProSave system. The corporation 
would be governed by a board, the 
members of which would be appointed 
by the President, with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. 

Payments into the clearinghouse 
would occur, first, when an employee 
who has chosen to participate in Pen-
sion ProSave makes a payment to the 
account of an employee; 

Second, when an employee makes a 
payment, as permitted, which could be 
up to twice what the employer has 
made that same year; 

And third, as I indicated before, when 
an employer who does not participate 
at the direction of the employee trans-
fers cash payments to a Pension 
ProSave account when the employee 
leaves that employer’s company. 

There are some similarities in what 
we are proposing to the TIAA-CREF 
model, with which many people are fa-

miliar. TIAA-CREF is the largest pen-
sion plan for administration of pension 
benefits that currently exists in this 
country, and I believe in the world. 
TIAA-CREF, originally established by 
Andrew Carnegie to help those teach-
ing in universities to have pension cov-
erage when moving from one edu-
cational institution to another, cur-
rent manages more than $136 billion for 
approximately 1.7 million participants 
at more than 5,500 institutions. 

The similarities between the Pension 
Portability Clearinghouse and TIAA- 
CREF are that we would have central 
administration of accounts for mul-
tiple employers. 

Also, we would provide the ability of 
employees and employers to use the 
mechanism of Pension ProSave ac-
counts if they chose to. 

We differ from TIAA-CREF in several 
significant ways also. First of all, Pen-
sion ProSave would be open to all em-
ployers, not just to those in a par-
ticular industry or particular field. 
TIAA-CREF, for example, is limited 
just to those involved with higher edu-
cation or research. 

Pension ProSave is limited strictly 
to maintaining records of account bal-
ances and not to managing funds or 
selling annuities. Again, that would be 
a significant difference between what 
we are proposing and TIAA-CREF. 

We also have some similarities in 
this proposal to the Federal thrift sav-
ings plan in that we do provide a means 
to establish a retirement account and 
to add to it as a person proceeds 
through their career. 

We differ from the thrift savings plan 
in obvious ways also in that we have 
designed Pension ProSave for contribu-
tions to retirement savings even as a 
person moves from job to job. The 
thrift savings plan, of course, is limited 
to Federal employees, people working 
for a single employer. 

Pension ProSave provides for imme-
diate vesting of employee contribu-
tions. The thrift savings plan for Fed-
eral workers does not. 

Pension ProSave does not have any 
requirement on employers to match 
contributions by employees as the 
thrift savings plan does. 

So what we are proposing is not a 
carbon copy of TIAA-CREF; it is not a 
carbon copy of the Federal thrift sav-
ings plan either. Instead, it is a new 
mechanism which employers could 
choose to take advantage of or not, as 
they see fit. For those who do choose 
to participate, it provides a hassle-free 
way for the employer and the employee 
to save more pretax dollars for retire-
ment. 

There is one other feature of Pension 
ProSave that I want to highlight, and 
that is the opportunity it provides for 
employers to engage in profit sharing 
with their employees. Suppose, for ex-
ample, that I am a small business 
owner and I am not sure from one year 
to the next how well or how poorly my 
business will do. Under Pension 
ProSave, I would have the option of 

setting up Pension ProSave accounts 
for each employee by committing to 
contribute as little as 1 percent of their 
salary into those accounts each time I 
issue a paycheck to them. 

By making that 1 percent contribu-
tion, I give each employee the oppor-
tunity to contribute an additional 2 
percent from their own resources. But 
if I do contribute the 1 percent each 
pay period from January, say, through 
December and then decide that it has 
been a very good year for my business 
and I want to share some of the profit 
with employees, I could increase that 
contribution into Pension ProSave for 
my employees to 2 percent or to 5 per-
cent, as long as I did not exceed the 
$5,000 total limit per employee. 

This proposal does provide a hassle- 
free way to save pretax dollars for re-
tirement, a hassle-free way to partici-
pate with profit sharing programs for 
employees. It promotes savings. It will 
help more people to reach retirement 
with pensions. It will help to buffer in-
dividuals against the turbulence of this 
economy we live in. It will provide 
more employers with a good vehicle for 
profit sharing. All of those are major 
benefits to our Nation. 

Mr. President, one cause of the ex-
traordinary economic anxiety in our 
Nation is related to the eroding sense 
of financial security at retirement. A 
recent study of worker’s views of their 
present and future economic cir-
cumstances found that most people be-
lieve that despite the twists, turns, and 
pitfalls in our rapidly changing econ-
omy, that they can chart a successful 
course to retirement. But their anxiety 
levels were extremely high when con-
cerns about the solvency of Social Se-
curity and about the great number of 
Americans without pension benefits 
were mentioned. 

Americans include retirement secu-
rity in their personal strategies for 
economic success. I believe that Amer-
ica is calling for a credible proposal 
that will get more of our Citizens cov-
ered by some kind of pensions. 

There is no doubt that increasing re-
tirement savings will help bolster na-
tional savings, which will help spur 
more long-term investment and eco-
nomic growth. I urge my colleagues to 
review this proposal which Senator 
JEFFORDS and I are offering and join us 
in this effort to improve retirement se-
curity for many millions of Americans. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, the 
problem of retirement security is an 
ever mounting challenge to the future 
welfare of our Nation. More than 51 
million Americans are not covered by 
any kind of pension plan. The aging of 
the baby boom generation will dra-
matically increase the retired popu-
lation in proportion to the working 
population early in the next century. 

Our Nation is facing certain crisis if 
we fail to take steps to correct this 
problem of people working until retire-
ment—and finding that their Social Se-
curity benefits fail to maintain ade-
quate and acceptable living standards. 
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Despite the proliferation of retirement 
products in various forms of IRA’s and 
401(k) plans, patterns clearly show that 
those who earn enough to save prob-
ably do. Our problem is that over the 
last 15 years, we have had no increase 
in the percentage of our workforce that 
is participating in a qualified pension 
program. 

Mr. President, in order to ensure that 
this Congress does face the issue of re-
tirement security for all working 
Americans and not just the fortunate 
minority who are saving, I am intro-
ducing with my colleague, Senator 
BINGAMAN, the Retirement Security for 
All Americans Pension Pro-Save Act. 

The bill we are introducing outlines a 
concept for pension expansion and 
portability that has been discussed in 
this Chamber several times over the 
last several decades but which has not 
evolved until now as legislation. The 
Pension ProSave System would im-
prove the retirement income security 
of millions of working Americans by 
encouraging employees to make con-
tributions on their behalf, by facili-
tating pension portability, by pre-
serving and significantly increasing re-
tirement savings and by simplifying 
pension law. 

Despite 17 years of availability of 
simplified pension plans, pension cov-
erage remains low in the small busi-
ness sector. Even when covered by a 
tax-advantaged pension plan, many 
workers cash out their own contribu-
tions made to the pension plan when 
they leave one job rather than roll 
them over into another retirement ve-
hicle. Tax penalties unfortunately have 
not been entirely successful in discour-
aging the spending of these midcareer 
retirement savings disbursements. Of 
the $47.9 billion in preretirement dis-
tributions made in 1990, less than 20 
percent of recipients reported putting 
the entire distribution into another 
tax-qualified retirement plan. 

The Pension ProSave System is mod-
eled after the highly successful Teach-
ers Insurance and Annuity Association- 
College Retirement Equity Fund 
(TIAA–CREF), the largest private pen-
sion system in the world with assets 
over $136 billion and about 1.7 million 
participants at about 5,500 institutions. 
This proposal targets those who are 
working their way toward retirement— 
and will have little or no private pen-
sion plan to supplement their Social 
Security benefits. Pension Pro-Save is 
designed to supplement other pension 
vehicles and will increase pension cov-
erage to millions of American workers, 
especially for those who work for small 
businesses. 

The benefits of Pension ProSave are 
first, it would provide an incentive and 
a simple, hassle free way for employers 
to provide portable pension benefits to 
their workers. Employees could also 
make matching contributions to their 
accounts on a 2:1 basis to a maximum 
of $5,000. The employer’s contributions 
also would not exceed $5,000. Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to emphasize that these 

are the employee’s accounts—not the 
Government’s and not the employer’s. 
These accounts will remain with those 
workers the duration of their lives. 

Second, Pension ProSave would stop 
the leakage of retirement savings by 
furnishing employer’s pension con-
tributions into a portability clearing-
house. Worker’s account balances 
would be invested and managed by pri-
vate sector firms in diversified port-
folios. 

Mr. President, the funds contributed 
by an employer to the retirement secu-
rity of his or her employees by way of 
a ProSave account will remain there 
and be invested at the direction of the 
employee until retirement. The Port-
ability Clearinghouse will contract 
with investment firms to manage funds 
through the Clearinghouse. Investment 
options would include a fixed income 
fund, an equity fund, a Government se-
curities fund, small business capital-
ization fund, an international fund, and 
a public infrastructure fund. 

Employers will have no responsi-
bility for administering a pension fund 
or managing funds for employees who 
have left their employment. This 
should be very attractive to businesses 
that do not desire to carry long-term 
responsibilities for workers who have 
moved on. Employer contributions are 
locked into the Pension ProSave ac-
counts until retirement, funds contrib-
uted by the employee are available to 
be loaned for certain purposes and 
under terms established by the Port-
ability Clearinghouse Board. 

Mr. President, I have no doubt that 
some who oppose this plan will rattle 
the cages and make claims that this 
act is nothing but more big Govern-
ment, another bureaucratic institution 
that spreads the Government further 
into our lives. These claims would be 
wrong—and will only serve to maintain 
an economic reality that permits those 
best off in our society to take advan-
tage and save up to $30,000 a year with 
Government provided tax advantages 
for 401(k)s and other employer spon-
sored private pension plans. Govern-
ment does have an important role to 
play because the market has failed to 
provide the extension of pension cov-
erage to 51 million Americans. 

It is unacceptable that workers who 
don’t have an employer provided pen-
sion plan—can only save $2,000 a year 
in IRA accounts. We must now do what 
we can to provide an incentive to em-
ployers to provide modest retirement 
security for more employees. This plan 
is an enabler—it creates a structure, 
similar in many ways to the TIAA- 
CREF model established at the begin-
ning of this century by Andrew Car-
negie to provide pension portability for 
professors and university employees 
moving between one higher education 
institution and another. 

We have a responsibility not only to 
create a more equitable savings struc-
ture for those Americans who have the 
desire and wherewithal to save—but 
also to the many Americans who are 

low-income workers who move from 
job to job, finding themselves with lit-
tle or no private pensions to help them 
in their retirement years. 

Pension ProSave promotes savings, 
helps more people reach retirement 
with pensions, helps buffer against the 
turbulence of the economy, and pro-
vides many employers with a good ve-
hicle for profit sharing. All of these are 
benefits for our Nation as a whole. 

Interestingly enough, any plan that 
succeeds in establishing more retire-
ment security for our working popu-
lation is scored as costing our country 
short-term tax revenue. By the year 
2029, when the youngest baby boomers 
reach age 65, more than 68 million per-
sons will be older than 65—accounting 
for more than 20 percent of the U.S. 
population, compared to just 12 percent 
today. As a result, the ratio of workers 
contributing to Social Security will 
fall to two workers for every retiree. 
Rising Medicare and long-term care 
costs add even more to the savings re-
tirees will need. 

Mr. President, I ask you and my 
other colleagues in this Chamber to 
stop thinking in the short term and not 
wait until the baby boomers begin to 
retire. If we do not begin to find the 
way to increase the ability of private 
employers and individuals to finance 
retirement needs the cost to our coun-
try will be much greater than revenue 
loses. Establishing Pension ProSave 
accounts is an investment that will 
help our Nation avoid a social train 
wreck that is just waiting to happen. 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 1924. A bill to authorize the Sec-

retary of Transportation to issue a cer-
tificate of documentation and coast-
wise trade endorsement for the vessel 
Damn Yankee; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

JONES ACT WAIVER LEGISLATION 
∑ Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing a bill to provide a cer-
tificate of documentation for the vessel 
Damn Yankee. 

The Damn Yankee (vessel number 
263611) is a 40 foot vessel owned by 
David Guthert of Juneau, AK. It was 
built in Bellingham, WA, in 1952. Be-
cause of a gap in the ownership records 
of this vessel, it has been determined 
to be ineligible for documentation 
under the Jones Act. Mr. Guthert plans 
on using the boat for charter purposes. 

I ask for unanimous consent that this 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1924 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That notwithstanding 
sections 12106, 12107, and 12108 of title 46, 
United States Code, and section 27 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1920 (46 (App. U.S.C. 
883), as applicable on the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Transportation 
may issue a certificate of documentation 
with appropriate endorsements for employ-
ment in the coastwise trade for the vessel 
DAMN YANKEE (vessel number 263611).∑ 
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By Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr. 

COATS, Mr. HATCH, Mr. FAIR-
CLOTH, Mr. WARNER, Mr. GREGG, 
Mr. FRIST, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
LOTT, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
KYL, Mr. MACK, Mr. PRESSLER, 
and Mr. NICKLES): 

S. 1925. A bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to protect em-
ployer rights, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

THE TRUTH IN EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1996 
∑ Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to join with Senators 
COATS, HATCH, FAIRCLOTH, WARNER, 
GREGG, FRIST, COCHRAN, LOTT, KASSE-
BAUM, KYL, MACK, PRESSLER, and NICK-
LES to introduce an important piece of 
legislation designed to alleviate an un-
fair practice affecting thousands of 
businesses in my home State of Wash-
ington and across the country. It is the 
Truth in Employment Act of 1996, 
which will curb the abuses of the union 
organizing tactic known as salting. 

Salting, Mr. President, occurs when 
unions send paid, professional orga-
nizers and union members into non-
union workplaces under the guise of 
seeking employment. The unions’ 
avowed purpose in these salting pro-
grams is to harass the company, its 
employees, and to disrupt the jobsite 
until the company is either financially 
devastated or joins the union, which-
ever comes first. The key problem is 
that unions have trained their agents 
to use and abuse the procedures of the 
National Labor Relations Board as an 
offensive weapon against nonunion em-
ployers, largely by filing frivolous un-
fair labor practice charges. 

This fall, in Town & Country, the Su-
preme Court ruled that paid, profes-
sional union organizers are ‘‘employ-
ees’’ within the meaning of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act. Under the 
broad interpretations of the National 
Labor Relations Act, provisions pro-
hibit employers from discriminating 
against employees because of other 
union interests or activities. This 
places employers, most of them small, 
mom-and-pop businesses, in a disas-
trous Catch-22: if they hire the union 
salts, they are subjected to outrageous 
internal harassment, but if they do not 
hire them, the salts cry discrimination 
and file frivolous charges. Employers 
are forced to make decisions about hir-
ing, which may threaten the very ex-
istence of their businesses. Naturally, 
these businesses are concerned that the 
Supreme Court’s ruling gives the 
unions carte blanche to use organizing 
techniques such as salting. 

I continue to hear from small busi-
nesses from across my home State on 
this issue. In Snohomish county, a 
mid-sized mechanical subcontractor 
has employed over 70 union members 
over the years to work side-by-side 
with nonunion employees pursuant to 
project agreements. Despite this, the 
operating engineer’s union carries out 
a classic salting campaign involving 14 
union applicants, one of whom is a 

business agent. When none of the appli-
cants are hired, the union files unfair 
labor practice charges. Despite the em-
ployer’s history of employing union 
members pursuant to project agree-
ments, the NLRB’s regional office finds 
sufficient merit to issue a complaint 
and proceed to a hearing. After spend-
ing $21,000 in attorneys fees, they set-
tled for $10,500. 

Mr. President, this is just one exam-
ple of the devastating economic effect 
salting has had on small businesses in 
my State. Small businesses are the 
backbone of our economy, providing 
jobs to millions of people. Understand-
ably, this has become a serious issue 
for thousands of businesses across the 
country. Trying to defend themselves 
against frivolous discrimination 
charges, employers must incur tens of 
thousands of dollars in legal expenses, 
delays, and lost hours—time and re-
sources, which could be better spent 
expanding businesses and creating eco-
nomic opportunity in local commu-
nities. 

The Truth in Employment Act will 
amend the National Labor Relations 
Act by adding a provision that estab-
lishes that an employer is not required 
to hire a person seeking employment 
whose primary purpose is to represent 
a union in an organizational struggle. 
Under this bill employees will continue 
to be afforded their right to organize 
and engage in the activities protected 
under the National Labor Relations 
Act. It is in no way the intent of this 
bill to infringe upon those rights or 
protections. Employers will continue 
to be prohibited from discriminating 
on the basis of union membership or 
activism. The bill, however, curb the 
abuses of salting. Abuses that have 
caused one constituent in my State to 
declare bankruptcy, one to agree to 
sign a union agreement because he 
‘‘was too old to go through the harass-
ment again,’’ one who is afraid to hire 
more employees, one who has in excess 
of $100,000 in legal fees and another who 
just ‘‘got off easy’’ with $40,000 in legal 
fees. These are not large firms, Mr. 
President, they are family-run busi-
nesses. 

That is the issue, Mr. President, and 
that is why I am introducing the Truth 
in Employment Act. I encourage my 
colleagues to help me pass this bill and 
restore fairness to our small busi-
nesses.∑ 

∑ Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join Senator SLADE GOR-
TON, who is my colleague on the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources, as a cosponsor of his bill, the 
Truth in Employment Act of 1996. This 
legislation addresses an issue known as 
salting. 

Over the last few years, professional 
union organizers, known as salts, have 
attempted to gain access to private 
property for organizing purposes. 
Sometimes, supervisors refuse to pro-
vide access to the property. Other 
times, if organizers gain access to the 
property, they have destroyed equip-
ment and been disruptive. 

Whether or not the organizers gain 
access to the property, they five nu-
merous charges with the National 
Labor Relations Board [NLRB], know-
ing that the cost of defending such 
groundless charges ultimately must be 
borne by the employer. This process, 
known as salting, is an abuse of our 
system and is nothing less than out-
right harassment. 

Our Federal labor law protects the 
right of workers to organize a union. It 
does not and it should not protect 
unions as they attempt to use our Fed-
eral agencies to harass companies. 

I recognize at this late date in our 
legislative session that this bill has lit-
tle chance of becoming law in 1996. I 
also understand that concerns had been 
raised over how to address the salting 
problem through legislation. Because 
this is an important issue, though, we 
need to move forward by introducing a 
bill. I hope that through the process of 
hearings in our committee, we will find 
an acceptable legislative solution that 
all parties can accept.∑ 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself 
and Mr. SPECTER): 

S. 1926. A bill to provide for the in-
tegrity of the Medicare Program under 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 
THE MEDICARE EMERGENCY PROTECTION ACT OF 

1996 
∑ Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, earlier 
this month, the Medicare trustees re-
leased their 1996 annual report on the 
fiscal solvency of the Medicare trust 
fund. The bottom line is that the Medi-
care trust fund is going broke. And it is 
going broke sooner that we had been 
told. 

Last year’s report revealed Medi-
care’s deteriorating financial condi-
tion, but it was optimistic compared to 
the report released earlier this month. 
This month’s report predicted the pro-
gram will be bankrupt just 5 years 
from now—possibly running out of 
money as early as calendar year 2000. 

This means by that time, there will 
be no funds available to pay for the 
hospital care for our Nation’s senior 
citizens. 

Last year, Congress passed and sent 
to the President a balanced set of re-
forms which would have kept Medicare 
solvent through the next generation 
while still increasing spending per ben-
eficiary from $4,800 per year to more 
than $7,100 per year. It also offered sen-
iors more choices and included incen-
tives to combat fraud and abuse. 

Unfortunately, President Clinton ve-
toed the Medicare Preservation Act, 
which was included as a part of the 
Balanced Budget Act. 

Because I am tired of the partisan 
conflict on this issue, I am introducing 
the Medicare Emergency Protection 
Act of 1996, which incorporates the 
President’s Medicare cuts. If the Presi-
dent will not approve our Republican 
proposal for reform of the Medicare 
program, I suggest we pass the Presi-
dent’s bill. We cannot allow partisan 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:40 Jun 20, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00085 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S28JN6.REC S28JN6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7306 June 28, 1996 
bickering and political grandstanding 
to prevent the resolution of this crisis. 
The American people are fed up with 
this kind of politics with the gridlock 
on this issue. It is like Nero playing his 
fiddle while Rome burned. 

I am fed up with this stalemate too. 
I suggest we adopt the short-term 
changes recommended by the President 
which cut the costs of the program and 
create the commission to recommend 
the longterm changes to save Medicare. 

My bill has two parts. The first part 
incorporates the President’s proposed 
cuts in Medicare. But it excludes his 
accounting gimmick which would 
transfer the costs of home health care 
from the Hospital Insurance Program 
to the Supplemental Medical Insurance 
Program. While this transfer would ex-
tend the technical solvency of the trust 
fund, it would shift billions of dollars 
in additional costs to the general tax-
payer. 

The second part of this legislation 
creates a commission similar to the 
National Commission on Social Secu-
rity Reform. As some of my colleagues 
will recall, that Commission was estab-
lished by President Reagan and the 
Congress in 1981. The Commission sug-
gested reforms which will maintain the 
fiscal solvency of the Social Security 
trust fund until sometime after the 
year 2025. 

Last year, Majority Leader Dole and 
Speaker GINGRICH proposed a similar 
commission to address the fiscal insol-
vency of the Medicare trust fund. Un-
fortunately, the Clinton administra-
tion rejected that proposal. 

However, in their recent report, the 
Medicare trustees, which include three 
members of President Clinton’s Cabi-
net, themselves proposed the establish-
ment of a commission. 

Now, there is obvious bipartisan sup-
port for this proposal. The National 
Commission on Medicare Reform will 
have 1 year to consider options for re-
form to secure the long-term fiscal sol-
vency of the Medicare trust fund. Once 
the members of the Commission have 
settled on a set of reforms, the Presi-
dent will review the proposal. If he ap-
proved it, he will submit the proposal 
to the Congress. Under expedited proce-
dures, the House of Representatives 
and the Senate will consider it and, 
without amendment, vote up or down 
to approve or reject the reforms. 

I urge my colleagues to approve this 
legislation. Each day that passes 
makes the eventual solutions more dif-
ficult to achieve. 

I ask unanimous consent that copies 
of the statement I made on this subject 
in the Senate on June 6 and 7 be re-
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Congressional Record, June 6, 
1996] 

MEDICARE INSOLVENCY 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this after-

noon, we had a interesting hearing in the 
subcommittee for appropriations which is 

chaired by the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER]. The witness 
was the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, Secretary Shalala. We were exam-
ining the budget request being submitted by 
the administration for appropriations to op-
erate the Department of the Government for 
the next fiscal year than begins October 1. 

Secretary Shalala happens to be in another 
capacity a trustee of this group who have the 
responsibility of monitoring the trust fund 
that supports the benefits paid out under the 
Medicare Program. Since that group of 
trustees had just made their report public 
yesterday at the news conference which we 
all read and heard about, that subject came 
up. 

It occurred to me, since there was before 
the general public a suggestion by the Presi-
dent that he had made recommendations 
that were almost identical with the Repub-
lican suggestion about how to protect the 
benefits of this Medicare Program and how 
to deal with this impending insolvency of 
that fund, it occurs to me that we are going 
to see more of the same kind of political she-
nanigans from now until the end of this year, 
with nothing being done unless somebody is 
ready to say, ‘‘OK, we will go along with 
your proposal.’’ 

The President can say that to the Con-
gress, or we can say that to the President. I 
am prepared at this point to suggest, in a se-
rious way, and said this to Secretary Shalala 
at the hearing, the Congress accept the 
President’s suggestions. We can pass the sug-
gested changes for short-term relief of pres-
sure on that fund, but at the same time ap-
point a commission which is also called for 
by the President and the trustees in their re-
port to propose long-term changes, changes 
to affect the long-term insolvency problems 
of the trust fund, and that the Congress, 
through its leaders and the President him-
self, agree to implement the recommenda-
tions of that commission for long-term 
changes. 

It seems to me that is one way to resolve 
this as a part of this argument over whether 
Republicans are trying to cut taxes, to im-
pose changes on Medicare beneficiaries as a 
part of a budget balancing act. We already, 
in the Congress, submitted to the President 
proposals to rescues the Medicare Program. 
That was a part of the Balanced Budget Act 
which the President vetoed. He has already 
rejected what Congress has suggested. After 
weeks and weeks of negotiations with lead-
ers of the Congress and the President at the 
White House, all we got out to it were some 
photo ops, some political posturing, partisan 
sniping. We have had enough of that. The 
American people are fed up with that kind of 
politics. That is not the way to run the Gov-
ernment. I am tired of it. 

I have recommended and seriously urge 
this Congress to accept the recommendation 
of the President—not the one, of course, that 
says that home health care ought to be paid 
for out of the general Treasury; I am talking 
about changes that will reduce the costs of 
the program in a way that saves the program 
from insolvency—they recommended last 
year that we had to act before the year 2002, 
that we were going to see an insolvency, 
there would be a bankrupted fund, in effect. 

Now, the report this year is worse than 
that. The year before it was going insolvent. 
Under the last report, it is going to lose $33 
billion, and the following year $100 billion. 
Contrary to what the junior Senator from 
West Virginia said, that this is a Republican- 
manufactured crisis, that is an outrageous 
comment. That is totally outrageous. These 
trustees are Democrats by and large. Sec-
retary Rubin said it, Secretary Shalala said 
it is going to be insolvent, the head of the 
Social Security Administration was standing 

there and agreed with them. That is not a 
group of Republicans. The Republicans are 
not manufacturing a crisis. The crisis is real. 
The crisis is now. 

It is irresponsible for us to continue to sit 
here and listen to this kind of arguing made 
by Senators on the other side that this is 
some kind of effort by Republicans to fright-
en older people. I am frightened. I am not an 
eligible beneficiary yet. We have to act. 

I want to commend the Senator from 
Pennsylvania for his leadership in an effort 
to get the Secretary to agree to rec-
ommendations to the administration, that 
they take a stand, put their recommenda-
tions in the form of legislation, send it to 
the Hill, and see if we can pass it. 

MEDICARE TRUST FUND 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, first, I want 

to commend the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL], and those who 
spoke this morning on the subject of a bal-
anced budget amendment and the unfortu-
nate consequences of our failure to deal with 
the problem of the ever-increasing deficits. 

We also had a few of those Senators men-
tion, as an aside, the problem with the Medi-
care trust fund. I wanted to remind Senators 
that we had a hearing yesterday in the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee that funds the 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
and Secretary Donna Shalala came before 
the committee to present the President’s 
proposed budget for that Department for the 
next fiscal year. She serves, along with oth-
ers in the administration, on this panel of 
trustees, whose responsibility it is to mon-
itor and help keep Congress and the adminis-
tration informed about the integrity of the 
trust fund, and supports the Medicare Pro-
gram. 

The trustees, earlier this week, talked 
about the fact that the worst case scenario 
for future deficits in that program had been 
exceeded, and that rather than having the 
program go bankrupt, be hopelessly insol-
vent by the year 2002, it was going to be 
bankrupt earlier. By the year 2000, it would 
be out of balance by over $30 billion, and the 
following year, it would be out of balance 
and in deficit at the figure of $100 billion. 

The consequences of this report have to 
wake up everybody to the realization that 
unless Congress and the administration quit 
playing politics with this issue, it is going to 
be insolvent. This program is going to be in 
jeopardy, and benefits are going to be in 
jeopardy as well. 

I think the time has come for us to say, 
OK, the Republican Congress passed a bal-
anced budget act last year. It included in 
that suggested reforms in the Medicare Pro-
gram that would have put it in balance, 
would have kept it solvent, would have made 
some needed changes in the program to give 
older citizens more choices, more protection, 
so that their medical expenses and benefits 
could continue to be paid through this pro-
gram. 

The President vetoed the bill. He rejected 
the balanced budget act. So we started over 
again. This year, the Budget Committee is 
wrestling with the problem of reconciling 
budget resolutions, which contain projected 
expenditures under this program, as well as 
all other Federal programs, with an effort to 
continue to build toward a balanced budget 
plan as soon as possible. Their projection is 
the year 2002. 

What I am going to suggest is that, in this 
politically charged environment of Presi-
dential politics and campaigns for House and 
Senate seats underway—and we have to 
admit it—it is unlikely that this administra-
tion is going to change its mind and embrace 
the Republican proposals. And so we have to 
acknowledge that. 
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The President, at the same time, has made 

a counteroffer, as I understand it, and has 
proposed some changes in the Medicare Pro-
gram, which would achieve savings of $116 
billion over the same period of time. The Re-
publican proposals would have achieved sav-
ings of almost $170 billion. 

Let us say, OK, Mr. President, have it your 
way for the short term. Let us introduce the 
President’s proposed changes in the Medicare 
Program. Let us accept his proposals for 
changes and cuts in the Medicare Program 
and enact them next week, or the week fol-
lowing. If the reconciliation bill from the 
Budget Committee’s resolution is vetoed by 
the President or not supported by the Demo-
crats in that area of the budget, let us iso-
late the Medicare Program changes and 
enact some changes. 

I suggest, let us enact the President’s pro-
posed changes and cuts in the program and, 
at the same time, establish a commission— 
which the President has recommended, the 
trustees have recommended in their report, 
including Secretary Shalala, Secretary 
Reich, Secretary Rubin, and others, who 
serve on that trustee panel—to recommend 
long-term changes in the Medicare Program 
that would ensure its solvency and protect 
the benefits for the older citizens in our soci-
ety over the long term. 

I do not see anything wrong with that. As 
a matter of fact, I have been suggesting that 
that be considered as an alternative. If Con-
gress and the President cannot agree on 
what changes ought to be made, get a com-
mission together, much like the Base Clo-
sure Commission, or the Social Security 
Commission, which was formed in 1983 and 
chaired by Alan Greenspan. It made rec-
ommendations to save the Social Security 
trust fund from bankruptcy, and Congress 
and the President agreed at that time to ac-
cept the recommendation of that commis-
sion and implement it. 

That ought to be a part of this legisla-
tion—that we establish that commission, 
agree to implement its recommendations, 
and have a vote on it. If you do not want to 
implement them, vote no; be against every-
thing. But we have to come to terms with 
the reality of the situation. The longer we 
wait, the harder the solution is going to be 
and the more sacrifices that are going to 
have to be made by everybody—the tax-
payers. If we do not make these changes, do 
you know what is going to happen? Pretty 
soon, you are going to see the taxes on the 
employers and employees to fund this pro-
gram being increased—and by substantial 
sums. 

Now, the older population is getting older 
and, thank goodness, medical science is won-
derful and it is giving us all opportunities for 
longer lives. But coming with that, too, are 
added expenses, as you get older, for medical 
care. Our senior citizens confront the reality 
every day of this terrible fear, and that is 
that they will not have the funds, they will 
not have access to the care they need to 
enjoy the longevity that they now have, 
compliments of medical science, good nutri-
tion, and the advances that we have made for 
good health in our society. 

So I say that it is time to stop the partisan 
politics. Let us quit throwing rocks at each 
other across the aisle, blaming each other 
for not getting anything done. I am prepared 
to say, as a Member of the Republican lead-
ership in the Senate, OK, Mr. President, let 
us enact your proposal. 

I am going to introduce a bill next week, 
and I hope there will be Senators on both 
sides of the aisle who will say, OK, let us go 
along with this suggestion as an alternative 
to what we have been getting. And what we 
have been getting is nothing—gridlock, con-
frontation, yelling at each other, people get-

ting red in the face, and nothing getting 
done. 

I think the American people are fed up 
with that kind of politics, fed up with that 
kind of Government. I am fed up with it. It 
is time to change. We ought to do it now— 
before it is too late.∑ 

By Mr. LEVIN: 
S. 1928. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to eliminate tax 
incentives for exporting jobs outside of 
the United States, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

TAX INCENTIVE ELIMINATION LEGISLATION 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to address the continuing loss of 
U.S. manufacturing jobs by intro-
ducing a bill to eliminate tax incen-
tives for companies to export such jobs. 

For too many years and in too many 
cases, we have seen U.S. manufacturers 
shut down business in the United 
States, lay off workers, and set up shop 
overseas. Although the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics does not maintain sta-
tistics on the export of United States 
jobs, we learned at a hearing of my 
Governmental Affairs Subcommittee 3 
years ago that at least 200 United 
States plants had moved to Mexico 
alone over the previous decade. 

A company’s decision to move its op-
erations overseas is usually an eco-
nomic decision, based on factors like 
the availability of cheap labor and un-
regulated access to natural resources. 
While I wish that some U.S. companies 
would exercise better citizenship and 
recognize an ongoing responsibility to 
their long-time employees as well as 
their shareholders, I know that the 
Federal Government cannot force them 
to do so. 

However, there is no reason why the 
U.S. taxpayers should be subsidizing 
companies that choose to move their 
operations overseas. Yet that is what 
we have been doing. When a U.S. com-
pany decides to shut down a plant in 
the United States and move its oper-
ations overseas, we reward them— 
through the Tax Code—for the deci-
sion. 

Last year, I joined Senator DORGAN 
and others to introduce a bill—S. 1355— 
addressing one provision of the Tax 
Code which provides such a subsidy. 
The Dorgan bill would eliminate the 
ability of companies who move their 
operations overseas to defer the pay-
ment of Federal income tax on the 
profits from those operations. 

Today, I am introducing a bill to ad-
dress two more provisions of the Tax 
Code which provide taxpayer subsidies 
to companies that move their oper-
ations overseas. 

First, section 162 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code permits a deduction for ‘‘all 
the ordinary and necessary expenses 
paid or incurred during the taxable 
year in carrying on any trade or busi-
ness.’’ This provision has been inter-
preted to allow a deduction for moving 
expenses in the case of a company that 
moves part or all of its operations 
overseas, as long as the company con-
tinues to sell its product in the United 

States and can argue that the overseas 
operations are related to the U.S. 
source income. As a result, the U.S. 
taxpayers are underwriting the moving 
expenses of companies who choose to 
move capital equipment previously 
used in U.S. operations, and the associ-
ated jobs overseas. 

My bill would reverse this policy by 
prohibiting a company from deducting 
the cost of transporting capital equip-
ment previously used in U.S. oper-
ations overseas when it is in the proc-
ess of closing or downsizing U.S. 
plants. Because the export of such cap-
ital equipment and the associated jobs 
is more likely to reduce U.S.-source in-
come than to increase it, this provision 
is entirely consistent with the intent 
of section 162 to permit the deduction 
of ordinary and necessary business ex-
penses incurred in connection with 
such income. 

Second, section 367 of the Internal 
Revenue Code allows a company to 
avoid paying capital gains taxes on its 
capital assets, if these assets are 
moved overseas and included in an ac-
tive business in a corporate reorganiza-
tion. Because no capital gains tax is 
paid at the time of the reorganization, 
and because the U.S. loses jurisdiction 
over the assets after they are shipped 
overseas, the company is able to avoid 
the tax altogether. The company is 
able to obtain an unwarranted tax ad-
vantage by transferring appreciated as-
sets to a corporation that is not sub-
ject to U.S. residence jurisdiction—and 
the taxpayers are left paying yet an-
other subsidy to companies that choose 
to move their operations overseas. 

My bill would reverse this policy by 
eliminating the active business excep-
tion in section 367 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code and subjecting corporate as-
sets to the capital gains tax at the 
time they are transferred overseas in 
any reorganization. 

Mr. President, some companies may 
still choose to overlook their responsi-
bility as citizens and the needs of their 
long-timer employees by moving jobs 
overseas, but we should not be sub-
sidizing such decisions. 

By WELLSTONE: 
S. 1929. A bill to extend the authority 

for the Homeless Veterans’ Reintegra-
tion Projects for fiscal years 1997 
through 1999, and for other purposes, to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

THE HOMELESS VETERANS’ REINTEGRATION 
PROJECTS REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1996 

∑ Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, to 
save a unique, highly effective and in-
valuable program that assists homeless 
veterans to find employment, I am 
today introducing a bill that would re-
authorize the Homeless Veterans’ Re-
integration Projects [HVRP] for 3 
years. 

This bill is identical to S. 1257 which 
I introduced last year after this low- 
cost program—funded at just over $5 
million annually—had been zeroed out 
in the rescissions bill. With the invalu-
able help of my distinguished col-
league, Senator SIMPSON, chairman of 
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the Veterans’ Affairs Committee—a 
committee I am proud and honored to 
serve on—we managed to keep HVRP 
alive by authorizing a 1-year extension 
through the end of fiscal year 1996, at 
the same time authorizing an expendi-
ture of $10 million. Unfortunately, for 
reasons I can’t fathom, no funds were 
appropriated for HVRP for fiscal year 
1996. While HVRP was partially revived 
in February 1996 when the Departments 
of Labor and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment [HUD] each provided $1.3 mil-
lion in discretionary funds to renew 
and support projects in cold weather 
areas of the Nation, the President’s 
budget for fiscal year 1997 contains no 
funding for HVRP. 

I am frankly appalled and puzzled 
that this exceptionally cost-effective 
program which has done so much to 
help America’s homeless veterans for 
the past 7 years, continues to face ex-
traordinary difficulties and may not 
survive. The only possible explanation 
there is for the trials and tribulations 
of HVRP is that because it is such a 
modestly funded national program 
with annual appropriations ranging 
from $1.366 million to $5.055 million, it 
falls beneath the threshold of visibility 
of the Senate, which is accustomed to 
focusing on programs with price tags of 
hundreds of millions of dollars or more. 

When I sought to have the Veterans’ 
Committee accept the 3-year extension 
of HVRP I proposed in S. 1257, I was 
told that only a 1-year authorization 
could be approved because not enough 
was known about the program, but 
that a committee hearing would be 
held early this year to inform Members 
about the program. Unfortunately, it 
now appears unlikely that hearings on 
HVRP will be scheduled. 

It is a pity that this exceptionally 
worthwhile program has such a low 
profile in this Chamber, because I’m 
confident that if my colleagues knew 
more about HVRP, there would be 
overwhelming support on both sides of 
the aisle for keeping this program alive 
and funded adequately. 

Mr. President, permit me to describe 
the daunting problems HVRP seeks to 
address, its outstanding accomplish-
ments, and its methods of operation. 

On any given night, it has been esti-
mated that between 250,000 and 280,000 
veterans are homeless. And, as the Dis-
abled American Veterans [DAV] testi-
fied before a House Committee, DOD 
projects a reduction of 250,000 active 
military personnel through the year 
2000. DAV stressed that many ‘‘at best 
will have ‘soft’ transferable skills,’’ 
particularly those trained in combat 
arms, concluding that while it’s un-
known ‘‘how many of them will end up 
in the unemployment or soup kitchen 
line * * * we believe they are at risk.’’ 

In effect we are being told that up to 
one-third of America’s homeless are 
veterans and the number could well in-
crease. Mr. President, in the face of 
this situation which can only be de-
scribed as a national disgrace, HVRP, 
administered by the Labor Depart-

ment’s Veterans Employment and 
Training Service [VETS] is the only 
employment assistance program dedi-
cated to homeless veterans. And, as 
Preston Taylor, Assistant Secretary of 
Labor for Veteran Employment and 
Training has emphasized, unemploy-
ment, not the lack of affordable hous-
ing, is the main cause of homelessness 
among veterans. 

Permit me to briefly list some of 
HVRP’s strengths and accomplish-
ments: 

It is one of the most successful job 
placement programs in the Federal 
Government. 

Since its inception it has placed 
13,000 veterans in jobs at a cost of ap-
proximately $1,500 per placement. 

HVRP grantees build complementary 
relationships with VA, JTPA, and 
other programs—they do not duplicate 
any other services. 

A unique aspect of HVRP is to utilize 
formerly homeless veterans who know 
how to approach and win the con-
fidence and trust of other homeless 
veterans; they go into the streets, shel-
ters, soup kitchens, and other places 
and tell them HVRP and other avail-
able services. 

HVRP provides grants to community 
based groups that employ flexible and 
innovative approaches to assist home-
less, unemployed veterans to reenter 
the work force. Let me repeat—grants 
to community-based groups, not fund-
ing to some large impersonal Federal 
bureaucracy that some of my col-
leagues like to lambaste. This is pre-
cisely the kind of low-cost, locally fo-
cused, and result-oriented program 
that all of my colleagues, regardless of 
ideology or party should be able to sup-
port without reservation. 

The program is employment-focused, 
recognizing that homeless veterans 
need to become self-supporting to ob-
tain permanent shelter. HVRP local 
grantees provide homeless veterans 
with a variety of services designed to 
maximize their chances of finding per-
manent jobs, including job counseling, 
resume preparation, on-the-job train-
ing, and instructions in job search 
techniques. The HVRP program, in col-
laboration with other service pro-
viders, effectively addresses the six 
major problems hampering homeless 
veterans seeking to reenter the job 
market: lack of transitional housing; 
inadequate substance abuse treatment; 
transportation problems; lack of job 
skills; depressed local labor markets; 
and resistance to hiring the homeless. 

In conclusion I want to make two 
points: First that the modest sums 
saved by eliminating HVRP will quick-
ly be offset be the high costs of pro-
viding public assistance to the veterans 
who will remain homeless due to the 
lack of a permanent, paying job. 

Second, and more important, I was 
deeply moved recently by a letter I re-
ceived from a disabled Vietnam vet-
eran in Minnesota whom I’d spoken to 
on the phone and thanked for his serv-
ice to our country. He mentioned that 

he’d always felt he’d been left in Viet-
nam, but that after our talk he felt 
that he’d at last been brought home. 
Fortunately, there are many Vietnam 
veterans who feel they have now come 
home again. But for some Vietnam and 
other veterans, the only homes they 
know are the streets and homeless 
shelters. To eliminate HVRP, the one 
program that could give them a job and 
permit them to escape the miseries and 
indignities of hopelessness so that they 
too could feel that they had at last 
come home, would be shameful. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join me 
in supporting this bill and ensuring 
that HVRP receives the funding it 
needs to continue its invaluable work. 

Mr. President, I ask that a statement 
of HVRP of Ronald W. Drach, National 
Employment Director, DAV, before the 
Subcommittee on Education, Employ-
ment and Training of the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs, U.S. House of 
Representatives, April 18, 1996, be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my remarks. And I ask unani-
mous consent that an article by Sid 
Daniels, Director, National Employ-
ment Service, Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, entitled ‘‘Sun Sets on Homeless 
Vets Program,’’ appearing in the Wash-
ington Action Reporter, October 1995, 
also be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1929 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY. 

(a) HOMELESS VETERANS’ REINTEGRATION 
PROJECTS.—Section 738(e)(1) of the Stewart 
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 11448(e)(1)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(E) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1997. 
‘‘(F) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1998. 
‘‘(G) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1999.’’. 
(b) GENERAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.—Section 739(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
11449(a)) is amended by striking out ‘‘the fis-
cal years 1994 and 1995’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘fiscal years 1994 through 1999’’. 

(c) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—Section 741 of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 11450) is amended by 
striking out ‘‘December 31, 1997’’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘‘September 30, 1999’’. 

EXCERPT FROM STATEMENT OF RONALD W. 
DRACH BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDU-
CATION, EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING, APRIL 
18, 1996 

HOMELESS VETERANS’ REINTEGRATION PROJECT 

Mr. Chairman, homeless veterans continue 
to be a major concern. On any given night, it 
has been estimated that between 250,000 and 
280,000 veterans are homeless. Several years 
ago, the Department of Labor initiated an 
outreach project for homeless veterans in an 
attempt to provide needed employment and 
training services. This program is known as 
HVRP. Regrettably, funding for this pro-
gram in FY 1995 was rescinded. For FY 1996, 
both the House and Senate authorized an ex-
penditure of $10 million, but the monies were 
never appropriated. The President’s budget 
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for FY 1997 does not request any funding for 
HVRP. 

Mr. Chairman, homelessness among vet-
erans is now a chronic problem. When we tes-
tified on this issue in 1992, it was estimated 
that between 150,000 and 250,000 veterans 
were homeless on any given night. As indi-
cated, that number now is estimated to be 
between 250,000 and 280,000. We mentioned 
earlier in this testimony that DoD projects a 
reduction of approximately 250,000 active 
military members a year through the year 
2000. Many of these individuals at best will 
have ‘‘soft’’ transferable skills. Many—par-
ticularly those trained in combat arms—will 
have no skills recognized by employers as 
transferable to the civilian labor market. 
How many of them will end up in the unem-
ployment or soup kitchen line is unknown, 
but we believe they are at risk. Last week 
several economic forecasters predicted an in-
crease in inflation. This will only add to the 
problem. 

The HVRP program has a history of pro-
viding meaningful assistance to our nation’s 
homeless veterans. It is a program that pri-
marily focuses on job training and employ-
ment assistance. Perhaps the most unique 
thing about HVRP is that a multi-discipli-
nary approach is taken to solving the prob-
lems of homeless veterans. It is not enough 
to say DVOPs or LVERs can do the job 
alone, because all too often the services 
needed cannot be provided by that indi-
vidual. Because homeless veterans require 
very labor-intensive services, HVRP must be 
continued. 

We would like to commend Assistant Sec-
retary Preston Taylor at DOL for his insight 
into this problem. Mr. Taylor saw the need, 
particularly in cold weather states, and iden-
tified $1.3 million of discretionary monies 
available to him through the Job Training 
Partnership Act (JTPA). However, before he 
committed those monies, he received an 
agreement from Assistant Secretary for 
Community Planning and Development An-
drew Cuomo at the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) for matching 
funds. We would like to compliment and 
thank Assistant Secretary Cuomo for his in-
terest in addressing the needs of homeless 
veterans. 

While on the subject of Assistant Sec-
retary Cuomo, we would like to note that 
the DAV has been critical of HUD in the past 
for its lack of attention and interest in 
homeless veterans. However, Mr. Chairman, 
we are pleased to report that in addition to 
the $1.3 million targeted specifically for 
homeless veterans, Assistant Secretary 
Cuomo’s office has reached out to the vet-
erans’ community in an effort to commu-
nicate with veterans’ service delivery sys-
tems throughout the country to make them 
aware of the existence of funding avail-
ability from HUD for homeless projects. Ad-
ditionally, Assistant Secretary Cuomo has: 

Announced the creation of the HUD Vet-
eran Resource Center—This center is de-
signed to provide important information 
about the full range of resources and initia-
tives available from HUD. The Resource Cen-
ter can be contacted through a toll free num-
ber (1–800–998–9999, Ext. 5475, Contact: David 
Schultz). 

Appointed a combat-disabled veteran to 
head the Resource Center. The first mission 
will be outreach to veterans’ community 
groups as well as veterans’ service organiza-
tions regarding the ‘‘1996 Homeless Assist-
ance SuperNOFA (Notice of Funding Avail-
ability).’’ 

Established an outreach effort to us and is 
providing information on events and tech-
nical assistance to those interested in apply-
ing for HUD funding. The type of outreach is 
unprecedented at HUD. 

Agreed in February of this year to help 
DOL by providing $1.3 million for HVRP. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe that HUD work-
ing together with Veterans’ Employment 
and Training Service (VETS) will make a 
significant difference in the lives of many 
homeless veterans. However, we believe that 
funding must be made available to continue 
the good work that has been accomplished 
thus far through HVRP. Since the program 
started in 1987, 30,000 homeless veterans have 
been helped in some way and 13,000 were ac-
tually placed in jobs. 

Assistant Secretary Taylor should also be 
applauded for his efforts in contacting every 
state governor asking for their assistance to 
bridge the gap after the loss of HVRP fund-
ing. 

SUN SETS ON HOMELESS VETS PROGRAM 
(By Sid Daniels, Director) 

In its recent budget cutting, Congress 
eliminated the funding for the Homeless Vet-
erans Reintegration Projects (HVRP) pro-
gram after Sept. 30, 1995. Consequently, all 30 
projects throughout the country serving 
homeless veterans closed down their oper-
ations on Oct. 1, 1995. 

HVRP was established by the Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987 
and was administered by Labor’s Veterans 
Employment and Training Service (VETS). 
The emphasis on helping homeless veterans 
get and retain jobs was enhanced by linking 
with other providers, such as veterans affairs 
offices and medical facilities, Job Training 
Partnership Act entities and social service 
agencies. 

They offered access to benefits, substance 
abuse treatment, job training, transitional 
housing and other services needed to sta-
bilize the homeless veteran. And they re-
moved such barriers to employment as lack 
of clothing, medical care and job skills. 

HVRP used veterans who had experienced 
homelessness themselves to reach out to 
homeless veterans. They went into the 
streets, shelters, soup kitchens, and other 
places to encourage homeless veterans to 
take advantage of available services and ad-
vised them of the HVRP program. The goal 
was to get homeless veterans off the street 
and into gainful employment, with emphasis 
on long-term job retention. 

An important characteristic of homeless 
veterans, is their underutilization of existing 
services, benefits, and entitlements which 
could help them obtain employment and re-
integration into mainstream society. 

A unique aspect of HVRP was the use of 
formerly homeless veterans who knew how 
to approach and win the confidence and trust 
of other homeless veterans. 

HVRP programs provided participation 
data and survey information, which indi-
cated that unemployment, not lack of afford-
able housing, was the chief cause of home-
lessness. 

Now, this is all gone.∑ 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 607 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. BREAUX] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 607, a bill to amend the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 to clarify the liability of certain 
recycling transactions, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1644 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 

[Mr. CAMPBELL] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1644, a bill to authorize the ex-
tension of nondiscriminatory treat-
ment (most-favored-nation) to the 
products of Romania. 

S. 1701 

At the request of Mr. PELL, the name 
of the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
LAUTENBERG] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1701, a bill to end the use of steel 
jaw leghold traps on animals in the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

S. 1786 

At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BAUCUS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1786, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs and the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Resources 
to carry out a demonstration project to 
provide the Department of Veterans 
Affairs with reimbursement from the 
medicare program for health care serv-
ices provided to certain medicare-eligi-
ble veterans. 

S. 1811 

At the request of Mr. MACK, the name 
of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
GRAHAM] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1811, a bill to amend the Act entitled 
‘‘An Act authorizing Federal participa-
tion in the cost of protecting the 
shores of publicly owned property’’ to 
confirm and clarify the authority and 
responsibility of the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of En-
gineers, to promote and carry out 
shore protection projects, including 
beach nourishment projects, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1873 

At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the 
names of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN], the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG], and the Senator 
from California [Mrs. FEINSTEIN] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1873, a bill to 
amend the National Environmental 
Education Act to extend the programs 
under the Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 1885 

At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1885, a bill to limit the liabil-
ity of certain nonprofit organizations 
that are providers of prosthetic de-
vices, and for other purposes. 

S. 1892 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from New Jer-
sey [Mr. BRADLEY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1892, a bill to reward 
States for collecting Medicaid funds 
expended on tobacco-related illnesses, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1899 

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA] and the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. JOHNSTON] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1899, a bill entitled the 
‘‘Mollie Beattie Alaska Wilderness 
Area Act’’. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 4112 

At the request of Mr. HELMS the 
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. THURMOND] was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 4112 pro-
posed to S. 1745, an original bill to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
1997 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year 
for the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4367 

At the request of Mr. NUNN the name 
of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
MCCAIN] was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 4367 proposed to S. 
1745, an original bill to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 1997 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year 
for the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 275—TO EX-
PRESS THE SENSE OF THE SEN-
ATE CONCERNING AFGHANISTAN 

Mr. BROWN submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 275 

Whereas, prior to 1979, Afghanistan was a 
peaceful, united country; 

Whereas, the successful fight of the brave 
men and women of Afghanistan resisting the 
Soviet invasion and occupation of 1979–1989 
was a significant element in the dissolution 
of the Soviet empire; 

Whereas, the dissolution of the Soviet em-
pire brought freedom to the nations of cen-
tral and eastern Europe as well as to the na-
tions of central Asia; 

Whereas, although many years after the 
Soviet withdrawal, Afghanistan does not 
enjoy the peace it has earned; 

Whereas, the Untied Nations can play a 
unique and important role in bringing an end 
to the conflict in Afghanistan; 

Whereas, recent meetings between mem-
bers of Congress and the representatives of 
the major Afghan factions indicate a signifi-
cant desire on the part of all parties to 
achieve a peaceful resolution to the conflict 
in Afghanistan and the establishment of an 
effective government that represents the in-
terests of the Afghan people; 

Therefore, it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) The courageous people of Afghanistan 
have earned the world’s respect and support 
for their epic struggle against the forces of 
communism; 

(2) Resolving the continuing conflict in Af-
ghanistan and alleviating the accompanying 
humanitarian distress of the Afghan people 
should be a top priority of the United States; 

(3) Outside interference and the provision 
of arms and military supplies to the warring 
parties should be halted; 

(4) A unique moment in the Afghan civil 
war exists where all major factions are 
searching for a peaceful solution to the con-
flict; 

(5) The United States should urge the 
United Nations to move quickly to appoint a 
special envoy to Afghanistan who will act 

aggressively to assist the Afghans to achieve 
a solution to the conflict acceptable to the 
Afghan people; 

(6) The United Nations should work to cre-
ate the conditions for a continuing dialogue 
among the Afghan factions. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

THE NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHOR-
IZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1997 

McCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 4387 

Mr. MCCAIN proposed an amendment 
to the bill (S. 1745) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1997 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . It is the sense of the Senate that, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
in order to maximize the amount of equip-
ment provided to the Government of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina under the authority con-
tained in Section 540 of the Foreign Oper-
ations Act of 1996 (P.L. 104–107), the price of 
the transferred equipment shall not exceed 
the lowest level at which the same or similar 
equipment has been transferred to any other 
country under any other U.S. government 
program. 

FEINGOLD (AND KOHL) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4388 

Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and Mr. 
KOHL) proposed an amendment to the 
bill, S. 1745, supra; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title II, add the 
following: 
SEC. 223. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF F/A–18E/F 

AIRCRAFT PROGRAM 
(a) REPORT ON PROGRAM.—Not later than 

March 30, 1997, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report on the F/A–18E/F aircraft pro-
gram. 

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report shall 
contain the following: 

(1) A review of the F/A–18E/F aircraft pro-
gram. 

(2) An analysis and estimate of the produc-
tion costs of the program for the total num-
ber of aircraft realistically expected to be 
procured at each of three annual production 
rates as follows: 

(A) 18 aircraft. 
(B) 24 aircraft. 
(C) 36 aircraft. 
(3) A comparison of the cost and benefits of 

the program with the costs and benefits of 
the F/A–18C/D aircraft program taking into 
account the operational combat effective-
ness of the aircraft. 

(c) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS PENDING 
TRANSMITTAL OF REPORT.—No funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act may be 
obligated or expended for the procurement of 
F/A–18E/F aircraft before the date that is 90 
days after the date on which the congres-
sional defense committees receive the report 
required under subsection (a). 

EXON AMENDMENT NO. 4389 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. EXON) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle E of title III, add the 
following: 
SEC. 368. AUTHORITY OF AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

TO PROVIDE CERTAIN SERVICES AT 
LINCOLN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT, LIN-
COLN, NEBRASKA. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—Subject to subsections (b) 
and (c), the Nebraska Air National Guard 
may provide fire protection services and res-
cue services relating to aircraft at Lincoln 
Municipal Airport, Lincoln, Nebraska, on be-
half of the Lincoln Muncipal Airport Author-
ity, Lincoln, Nebraska. 

(b) AGREEMENT.—The Nebraska Air Na-
tional Guard may not provide services under 
subsection (a) until the Nebraska Air Na-
tional Guard and the authority enter into an 
agreement under which the authority reim-
burses the Nebraska Air National Guard for 
the cost of the services provided. 

(c) CONDITIONS.—These services may only 
be provided to the extent that the provision 
of such services does not adversely affect the 
military preparedness of the Armed Forces. 

ROBB AMENDMENT NO. 4390 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. ROBB) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1014. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING AU-

THORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION 
AND APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS 
FOR MILITARY EQUIPMENT NOT 
IDENTIFIED IN THE BUDGET RE-
QUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE AND FOR CERTAIN MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) to the maximum extent practicable, 

each House of Congress should consider the 
authorization of appropriation, and appro-
priation, of funds for the procurement of 
military equipment only if the procurement 
is included— 

(A) in the budget request of the President 
for the Department of Defense; or 

(B) in a supplemental request list provided 
to the congressional defense committees, 
upon request of such committees, by the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense, by the mili-
tary departments, by the National Guard Bu-
reau, or by the officials responsible for the 
administration of the Reserves; 

(2) the recommendations for procurement 
in a defense authorization bill or a defense 
appropriations bill reported to the Senate or 
the House of Representatives which reflect a 
change from the budget request referred to 
in paragraph (1)(A) should be accompanied in 
the committee report relating to the bill by 
a justification of the national security inter-
est addressed by the change; 

(3) the recommendations for military con-
struction projects in a defense authorization 
bill or a defense appropriations bill reported 
to the Senate or the House of Representa-
tives which reflect a change from such a 
budget request should be accompanied by a 
justification in the committee report relat-
ing to the bill of the national security inter-
est addressed by the change; and 

(4) the recommendations for procurement 
of military equipment, or for military con-
struction projects, in a conference report of 
the committee on conference to resolve the 
differences between the two Houses relating 
to a defense authorization bill or a defense 
appropriations bill which recommendations 
reflect a change from the original rec-
ommendation of the applicable committee to 
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either House should be accompanied by a jus-
tification in the statement of managers of 
the conference report of the national secu-
rity interest addressed by the change. 

SARBANES AMENDMENT NO. 4391 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. SARBANES) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1745, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title XXI, add the following: 
SEC. 2105. PLAN FOR REPAIRS AND STABILIZA-

TION OF THE HISTORIC DISTRICT AT 
THE FOREST GLEN ANNEX OF WAL-
TER REED MEDICAL CENTER, MARY-
LAND. 

Not later than 30 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Army shall submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a comprehensive plan for 
basic repairs and stabilization measures 
throughout the historic district at the For-
est Glen Annex at Walter Reed Army Med-
ical Center, Maryland, together with funding 
options for the implementation of the plan. 

BINGAMAN (AND DOMENICI) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4392 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. BINGAMAN, for 
himself and Mr. DOMENICI) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . MODIFICATION OF BOUNDARIES OF 

WHITE SANDS NATIONAL MONU-
MENT AND WHITE SANDS MISSILE 
RANGE. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to effect an exchange between the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
the Army of administrative jurisdiction over 
the lands described in subsection (c) in order 
to facilitate administration of the White 
Sands National Monument and the White 
Sands Missile Range. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) MISSILE RANGE.—The term ‘‘missile 

range’’ means the White Sands Missile 
Range, New Mexico, administered by the 
Secretary of the Army. 

(2) MONUMENT.—The term ‘‘monument’’ 
means the White Sands National Monument, 
New Mexico, established by Proclamation 
No. 2025 (16 U.S.C. 431 note) and administered 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 

(c) EXCHANGE OF JURISDICTION.—The lands 
exchanged under this Act are the lands gen-
erally depicted on the map entitled ‘‘White 
Sands National Monument, Boundary Pro-
posal’’, numbered 142/80,061 and dated Janu-
ary 1944, comprising— 

(1) approximately 2,524 acres of land within 
the monument that is under the jurisdiction 
of the Secretary of the Army, which are 
transferred to the Secretary of the Interior; 

(2) approximately 5,758 acres of land within 
the missile range abutting the monument, 
which are transferred to the Secretary of the 
Interior; and 

(3) approximately 4,277 acres of land within 
the monument abutting the missile range, 
which are transferred to the Secretary of the 
Army. 

(d) BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.—The bound-
ary of the monument is modified to include 
the land transferred to the Secretary of the 
Interior and exclude the land transferred to 
the Secretary of the Army by subsection (c). 
The boundary of the missile range is modi-
fied accordingly. 

(e) ADMINISTRATION.—1 
(1) MONUMENT.—The Secretary of the Inte-

rior shall administer the lands transferred to 
the Secretary of the Interior by subsection 
(c) in accordance with laws (including regu-
lations) applicable to the monument. 

(2) MISSILE RANGE.—The Secretary of the 
Army shall administer the lands transferred 
to the Secretary of the Army by subsection 
(c) as part of the missile range. 

(3) AIRSPACE.—The Secretary of the Army 
shall maintain control of the airspace above 
the lands transferred to the Secretary of the 
Army by subsection (c) as part of the missile 
range. 

(f) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF MAP.—The Sec-
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
the Army shall prepare, and the Secretary of 
the Interior shall keep on file for public in-
spection in the headquarters of the monu-
ment, a map showing the boundary of the 
monument as modified by this Act. 

(g) WAIVER OF LIMITATION UNDER PRIOR 
LAW.—Notwithstanding section 303(b)(1) of 
the National Parks and Recreation Act of 
1978 (92 Stat. 3476), land or an interest in land 
that was deleted from the monument by sec-
tion 301(19) of the Act (92 Stat. 3476) may be 
exchanged for land owned by the State of 
New Mexico within the boundaries of any 
unit of the National Park System in the 
State of New Mexico, may be transferred to 
the jurisdiction of any other Federal agency 
without monetary consideration, or may be 
administered as public land, as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 
SEC. . BANDELIER NATIONAL MONUMENT. 

(a) FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.— 
(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(A) under the provisions of a special use 

permit, sewage lagoons for Bandelier Na-
tional Monument, established by Proclama-
tion No. 1322 (16 U.S.C. 431 note) (referred to 
in this section as the ‘‘monument’’) are lo-
cated on land administered by the Secretary 
of Energy that is adjacent to the monument; 
and 

(B) modification of the boundary of the 
monument to include the land on which the 
sewage lagoons are situated— 

(i) would facilitate administration of both 
the monument and the adjacent land that 
would remain under the administrative juris-
diction of the Secretary of Energy; and 

(ii) can be accomplished at no cost. 
(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 

is to modify the boundary between the 
monument and adjacent Department of En-
ergy land to facilitate management of the 
monument and Department of Energy land. 

(b) BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.— 
(1) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDIC-

TION.—There is transferred from the Sec-
retary of Energy to the Secretary of the In-
terior administrative jurisdiction over the 
land comprising approximately 4.47 acres de-
picted on he map entitled ‘‘Boundary Map, 
Bandelier National Monument’’, No. 315/ 
80,051, dated March 1995. 

(2) BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.—The boundary 
of the monument is modified to include the 
land transferred by paragraph (1). 

(3) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF MAP.—The map 
described in paragraph (1) shall be on file and 
available for public inspection in the Lands 
Office at the Southwest System Support Of-
fice of the National Park Service, Santa Fe, 
New Mexico, and in the Superintendent’s Of-
fice of Bandelier National Monument. 

SMITH AMENDMENT NO. 4393 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. SMITH) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 1745, 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title I add the 
following: 
SEC. 125. RADAR MODERNIZATION. 

Funds appropriated for the Navy for fiscal 
years before fiscal year 1997 may not be used 
for development and procurement of the 
Pulse Doppler Upgrade modification to the 
AN/SPS–48E radar system. 

JOHNSTON (AND MURKOWSKI) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4394 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. JOHNSTON, for 
himself and Mr. MURKOWSKI) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 1745, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
‘‘SEC. . FOREIGN ENVIRONMENTAL TECH-

NOLOGY. 
‘‘Section 2536(b) of title 10, United States 

Code is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—(1) The Secretary 

concerned may waive the application of sub-
section (a) to a contract award if— 

‘‘(A) the Secretary concerned determines 
that the waiver is essential to the national 
security interests of the United States; or 

‘‘(B) in the case of a Department of Energy 
contract awarded for environmental restora-
tion, remediation, or waste management at a 
Department of Energy facility— 

‘‘(i) the Secretary determines that the 
waiver will advance the environmental res-
toration, remediation, or waste management 
objectives of the Department of Energy and 
will not harm the national security interests 
of the United States; and 

‘‘(ii) the entity to which the contract is 
awarded is controlled by a foreign govern-
ment with which the Secretary is authorized 
to exchange Restricted Data under section 
144(c) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 
U.S.C. 2164(c)). 

‘‘(2) The Secretary of Energy shall notify 
the appropriate committees of Congress of 
any decision to grant a waiver under para-
graph (1)(B). The contract may be executed 
only after the end of the 45-day period begin-
ning on the date the notification is received 
by the committees. 

DOMENICI AMENDMENTS NOS. 
4395–4396 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. DOMENICI) pro-
posed two amendments to the bill, S. 
1745, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 4395 

In section 103(3), strike out ‘‘$5,880,519,000’’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘5,889,519,000’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4396 

In section 201(3), strike out ‘‘$14,788,356,000’’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$14,791,356,000’’. 

HEFLIN (AND SHELBY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4397 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. HEFLIN, for him-
self and Mr. SHELBY) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title I, add the 
following: 
SEC. 113. BRADLEY TOW 2 TEST PROGRAM SETS. 

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated 
under section 101(3) of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (110 
Stat. 204), $6,000,000 is available for the pro-
curement of Bradley TOW 2 Test Program 
sets. 

EXON AMENDMENT NO. 4398 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. EXON) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title II add the 
following: 
SEC. 223. NATIONAL POLAR-ORBITING OPER-

ATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL SAT-
ELLITE SYSTEM 

(a) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated under section 201(3), $29,024,000 is 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:40 Jun 20, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00091 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S28JN6.REC S28JN6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7312 June 28, 1996 
available for the National Polar-Orbiting 
Operational Environmental Satellite System 
(Space) program (PE 0603434F). 

(b) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated under section 201(3), $212,895,000 is 
available for the Intercontinental Ballistic 
Missile—EMD program (PE 06048514F). 

GLENN AMENDMENT NO. 4399 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. GLENN) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 1745, 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title XXXI add 
the following: 
SEC. . STUDY ON WORKER PROTECTION AT THE 

MOUND FACILITY. 
(a) Not later than March 15, 1997, the Sec-

retary of Energy shall report to the defense 
committees of the Congress regarding the 
status of projects and programs to improve 
worker safety and health at the Mound Fa-
cility in Miamisburg, Ohio. 

(b) The report shall include the following: 
(1) The status of actions completed in fis-

cal year 1996. 
(2) The status of actions completed or pro-

posed to be completed in fiscal years 1997 and 
1998. 

(3) A description of the fiscal year 1998 
budget request for Mound worker safety and 
health protection. 

(4) An accounting of expenditures for work-
er safety and health at Mound by year from 
fiscal year 1994 through and including fiscal 
year 1996. 

THURMOND AMENDMENT NO. 4400 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. THURMOND) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1745, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title XI add the following: 

Subtitle B—Defense Intelligence Personnel 
SEC. 1131. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Depart-
ment of Defense Civilian Intelligence Per-
sonnel Reform Act of 1996’’. 
SEC. 1132. CIVILIAN INTELLIGENCE PERSONNEL 

MANAGEMENT. 
Section 1590 of title 10, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘§ 1590. Management of civilian intelligence 
personnel of the Department of Defense 
‘‘(a) GENERAL PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT AU-

THORITY.—The Secretary of Defense may, 
without regard to the provisions of any other 
law relating to the appointment, number, 
classification, or compensation of employ-
ees— 

‘‘(1) establish— 
‘‘(A) as positions in the excepted service, 

such defense intelligence component posi-
tions (including Intelligence Senior Level 
positions) as the Secretary determines nec-
essary to carry out the intelligence func-
tions of the defense intelligence components, 
but not to exceed in number the number of 
the defense intelligence component positions 
established as of January 1, 1996; and 

‘‘(B) such Intelligence Senior Executive 
Service positions as the Secretary deter-
mines necessary to carry out functions re-
ferred to in subparagraph (B); 

‘‘(2) appoint individuals to such positions 
(after taking into consideration the avail-
ability of preference eligibles for appoint-
ment to such positions); and 

‘‘(3) fix the compensation of such individ-
uals for service in such positions. 

‘‘(b) BASIC PAY.—(1)(A) Subject to subpara-
graph (B) and paragraph (2), the Secretary of 
Defense shall fix the rates of basic pay for 
positions established under subsection (a) in 
relation to the rates of basic pay provided in 

subpart D of part III of title 5 for positions 
subject to that subpart which have cor-
responding levels of duties and responsibil-
ities. 

‘‘(B) Except as otherwise provided by law, 
no rate of basic pay fixed under subpara-
graph (A) for a position established under 
subsection (a) may exceed— 

‘‘(i) in the case of an Intelligence Senior 
Executive Service position, the maximum 
rate provided in section 5382 of title 5; 

‘‘(ii) in the case of an Intelligence Senior 
Level position, the maximum rate provided 
in section 5382 of title 5; and 

‘‘(iii) in the case of any other defense intel-
ligence component position, the maximum 
rate provided in section 5306(e) of title 5. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary of Defense may, con-
sistent with section 5341 of title 5, adopt such 
provisions of that title as provide for pre-
vailing rate systems of basic pay and may 
apply those provisions to positions for civil-
ian employees in or under which the Depart-
ment of Defense may employ individuals de-
scribed by section 5342(a)(2)(A) of such title. 

‘‘(c) ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION, INCEN-
TIVES, AND ALLOWANCES.—(1) Employees in 
defense intelligence component positions 
may be paid additional compensation, in-
cluding benefits, incentives, and allowances, 
in accordance with this subsection if, and to 
the extent, authorized in regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

‘‘(2) Additional compensation under this 
subsection shall be consistent with, and not 
in excess of the levels authorized for, com-
parable positions authorized by title 5. 

‘‘(3)(A) Employees in defense intelligence 
component positions, if citizens or nationals 
of the United States, may be paid an allow-
ance while stationed outside the continental 
United States or in Alaska. 

‘‘(B) Subject to subparagraph (C), allow-
ances under subparagraph (A) shall be based 
on— 

‘‘(i) living costs substantially higher than 
in the District of Columbia; 

‘‘(ii) conditions of environment which dif-
fer substantially from conditions of environ-
ment in the continental United States and 
warrant an allowance as a recruitment in-
centive; or 

‘‘(iii) both of the factors described in 
clauses (i) and (ii). 

‘‘(C) An allowance under subparagraph (A) 
may not exceed an allowance authorized to 
be paid by section 5941(a) of title 5 for em-
ployees whose rates of basic pay are fixed by 
statute. 

‘‘(d) INTELLIGENCE SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERV-
ICE.—(1) The Secretary of Defense may estab-
lish an Intelligence Senior Executive Service 
for defense intelligence component positions 
established pursuant to subsection (a) that 
are equivalent to Senior Executive Service 
positions. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary of Defense shall pre-
scribe regulations for the Intelligence Senior 
Executive Service which are consistent with 
the requirements set forth in sections 3131, 
3132(a)(2), 3396(c), 3592, 3595(a), 5384, and 6304 
of title 5, subsections (a), (b), and (c) of sec-
tion 7543 of such title (except that any hear-
ing or appeal to which a member of the Intel-
ligence Senior Executive Service is entitled 
shall be held or decided pursuant to the regu-
lations), and subchapter II of chapter 43 of 
such title. To the extent that the Secretary 
determines it practicable to apply to mem-
bers of, or applicants for, the Intelligence 
Senior Executive Service other provisions of 
title 5 that apply to members of, or appli-
cants for, the Senior Executive Service, the 
Secretary shall also prescribe regulations to 
implement those sections with respect to the 
Intelligence Senior Executive Service. 

‘‘(e) AWARD OF RANK TO MEMBERS OF THE 
INTELLIGENCE SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE.— 

The President, based on the recommenda-
tions of the Secretary of Defense, may award 
a rank referred to in section 4507 of title 5 to 
members of the Intelligence Senior Execu-
tive Service whose positions may be estab-
lished pursuant to this section. The award-
ing of such rank shall be made in a manner 
consistent with the provisions of that sec-
tion. 

‘‘(f) INTELLIGENCE SENIOR LEVEL POSI-
TIONS.—The Secretary of Defense may, in ac-
cordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary, designate as an Intelligence Sen-
ior Level position any defense intelligence 
component position that, as determined by 
the Secretary— 

‘‘(1) is classifiable above grade GS–15 of the 
General Schedule; 

‘‘(2) does not satisfy functional or program 
management criteria for being designated an 
Intelligence Senior Executive Service posi-
tion; and 

‘‘(3) has no more than minimal supervisory 
responsibilities. 

‘‘(g) TIME LIMITED APPOINTMENTS.—(1) The 
Secretary of Defense may, in regulations, au-
thorize appointing officials to make time 
limited appointments to defense intelligence 
component positions specified in the regula-
tions. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary of Defense shall review 
each time limited appointment in a defense 
intelligence component position at the end 
of the first year of the period of the appoint-
ment and determine whether the appoint-
ment should be continued for the remainder 
of the period. The continuation of a time 
limited appointment after the first year 
shall be subject to the approval of the Sec-
retary. 

‘‘(3) An employee serving in a defense in-
telligence component position pursuant to a 
time limited appointment is not eligible for 
a permanent appointment to an Intelligence 
Senior Executive Service position (including 
a position in which serving) unless selected 
for the permanent appointment on a com-
petitive basis. 

‘‘(4) In this subsection, the term ‘time lim-
ited appointment’ means an appointment 
(subject to the condition in paragraph (2)) for 
a period not to exceed two years. 

‘‘(h) TERMINATION OF CIVILIAN INTEL-
LIGENCE EMPLOYEES.—(1) Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Secretary of 
Defense may terminate the employment of 
any employee in a defense intelligence com-
ponent position if the Secretary— 

‘‘(A) considers such action to be in the in-
terests of the United States; and 

‘‘(B) determines that the procedures pre-
scribed in other provisions of law that au-
thorize the termination of the employment 
of such employee cannot be invoked in a 
manner consistent with the national secu-
rity. 

‘‘(2) A decision by the Secretary of Defense 
to terminate the employment of an em-
ployee under this subsection is final and may 
not be appealed or reviewed outside the De-
partment of Defense. 

‘‘(3) The Secretary of Defense shall 
promptly notify the Committee on National 
Security and the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Armed 
Services and the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the Senate whenever the Sec-
retary terminates the employment of any 
employee under the authority of this sub-
section. 

‘‘(4) Any termination of employment under 
this subsection shall not affect the right of 
the employee involved to seek or accept em-
ployment with any other department or 
agency of the United States if that employee 
is declared eligible for such employment by 
the Director of the Office of Personnel Man-
agement. 
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‘‘(5) The authority of the Secretary of De-

fense under this subsection may be delegated 
only to the Deputy Secretary of Defense and 
the head of a defense intelligence component 
(with respect to employees of that compo-
nent). An action to terminate employment of 
such an employee by any such official may 
be appealed to the Secretary of Defense. 

‘‘(i) REDUCTIONS AND OTHER ADJUSTMENTS 
IN FORCE.—(1) The Secretary of Defense, in 
consultation with the Director of the Office 
of Personnel Management, shall prescribe 
regulations for the separation of employees 
in defense intelligence component positions, 
including members of the Intelligence Senior 
Executive Service and employees in Intel-
ligence Senior Level positions, in a reduc-
tion in force or other adjustment in force. 
The regulations shall apply to such a reduc-
tion in force or other adjustment in force 
notwithstanding sections 3501(b) and 3502 of 
title 5. 

‘‘(2) The regulations shall give effect to— 
‘‘(A) tenure of employment; 
‘‘(B) military preference, subject to sec-

tions 3501(a)(3) and 3502(b) of title 5; 
‘‘(C) the veteran’s preference under section 

3502(b) of title 5; 
‘‘(D) performance; and 
‘‘(E) length of service computed in accord-

ance with the second sentence of section 
3502(a) of title 5. 

‘‘(2) The regulations relating to removal 
from the Intelligence Senior Executive Serv-
ice in a reduction in force or other adjust-
ment in force shall be consistent with sec-
tion 3595(a) of title 5. 

‘‘(3)(A) The regulations shall provide a 
right of appeal regarding a personnel action 
under the regulations. The appeal shall be 
determined within the Department of De-
fense. An appeal determined at the highest 
level provided in the regulations shall be 
final and not subject to review outside the 
Department of Defense. A personnel action 
covered by the regulations is not subject to 
any other provision of law that provides ap-
pellate rights or procedures. 

‘‘(B) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), a 
preference eligible referred to in section 
7511(a)(1)(B) of title 5 may appeal to the 
Merit Systems Protection Board any per-
sonnel action taken under the regulations. 
Section 7701 of title 5 shall apply to any such 
appeal. 

‘‘(j) APPLICABILITY OF MERIT SYSTEM PRIN-
CIPLES.—Section 2301 of title 5 shall apply to 
the exercise of authority under this section. 

‘‘(k) COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREE-
MENTS.—Nothing in this section may be con-
strued to impair the continued effectiveness 
of a collective bargaining agreement with re-
spect to an agency or office that is a suc-
cessor to an agency or office covered by the 
agreement before the succession. 

‘‘(l) NOTIFICATION OF CONGRESS.—At least 
60 days before the effective date of regula-
tions prescribed to carry out this section, 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit the 
regulations to the Committee on National 
Security and the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Armed 
Services and the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the Senate. 

‘‘(m) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) The term ‘defense intelligence compo-

nent position’ means a position of civilian 
employment as an intelligence officer or em-
ployee of a defense intelligence component. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘defense intelligence compo-
nent’ means each of the following compo-
nents of the Department of Defense: 

‘‘(A) The National Security Agency. 
‘‘(B) The Defense Intelligence Agency. 
‘‘(C) The Central Imagery Office. 
‘‘(D) Any component of a military depart-

ment that performs intelligence functions 

and is designated as a defense intelligence 
component by the Secretary of Defense. 

‘‘(E) Any other component of the Depart-
ment of Defense that performs intelligence 
functions and is designated as a defense in-
telligence component by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

‘‘(F) Any successor to a component listed 
in, or designated pursuant to, this para-
graph. 

‘‘(3) The term ‘Intelligence Senior Level 
position’ means a defense intelligence com-
ponent position designated as an Intelligence 
Senior Level position pursuant to subsection 
(f). 

‘‘(4) The term ‘excepted service’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 2103 of 
title 5. 

‘‘(5) The term ‘preference eligible’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 2108(3) of 
title 5. 

‘‘(6) The term ‘Senior Executive Service 
position’ has the meaning given such term in 
section 3132(a)(2) of title 5. 

‘‘(7) The term ‘collective bargaining agree-
ment’ has the meaning given such term in 
section 7103(8) of title 5.’’. 
SEC. 1133. REPEALS. 

(a) DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE SENIOR EXECU-
TIVE SERVICE.—Sections 1601, 1603, and 1604 of 
title 10, United States Code, are repealed. 

(b) NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITIES.—(1) Sections 2 
and 4 of the National Security Agency Act of 
1959 (50 U.S.C. 402 note) are repealed. 

(2) Section 303 of the Internal Security Act 
of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 833) is repealed. 
SEC. 1134. CLERICAL AMENDMENTS. 

(a) AMENDED SECTION HEADING.—The item 
relating to section 1590 in the table of sec-
tions at the beginning of chapter 81 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘1590. Management of civilian intelligence 
personnel of the Department of 
Defense.’’. 

(b) REPEALED SECTIONS.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of chapter 83 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing out the items relating to sections 1601, 
1603, and 1604. 

COHEN (AND LEVIN) AMENDMENT 
NO. 4401 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. COHEN, for him-
self and Mr. LEVIN) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of division A add the following 
new title: 

TITLE XIII—FEDERAL EMPLOYEE TRAVEL 
REFORM 

SEC. 1301. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Travel Re-

form and Savings Act of 1996’’. 

Subtitle A—Relocation Benefits 
SEC. 1311. MODIFICATION OF ALLOWANCE FOR 

SEEKING PERMANENT RESIDENCE 
QUARTERS. 

Section 5724a of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘§ 5724a. Relocation expenses of employees 
transferred or reemployed 
‘‘(a) An agency shall pay to or on behalf of 

an employee who transfers in the interest of 
the Government, a per diem allowance or the 
actual subsistence expenses, or a combina-
tion thereof, of the immediate family of the 
employee for en route travel of the imme-
diate family between the employee’s old and 
new official stations. 

‘‘(b)(1) An agency may pay to or on behalf 
of an employee who transfers in the interest 

of the Government between official stations 
located within the United States— 

‘‘(A) the expenses of transportation, and ei-
ther a per diem allowance or the actual sub-
sistence expenses, or a combination thereof, 
of the employee and the employee’s spouse 
for travel to seek permanent residence quar-
ters at a new official station; or 

‘‘(B) the expenses of transportation, and an 
amount for subsistence expenses in lieu of a 
per diem allowance or the actual subsistence 
expenses or a combination thereof, author-
ized in subparagraph (A) of this paragraph. 

‘‘(2) Expenses authorized under this sub-
section may be allowed only for one round 
trip in connection with each change of sta-
tion of the employee.’’. 
SEC. 1312. MODIFICATION OF TEMPORARY QUAR-

TERS SUBSISTENCE EXPENSES AL-
LOWANCE. 

Section 5724a of title 5, United States Code, 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(c)(1) An agency may pay to or on behalf 
of an employee who transfers in the interest 
of the Government— 

‘‘(A) actual subsistence expenses of the em-
ployee and the employee’s immediate family 
for a period of up to 60 days while occupying 
temporary quarters when the new official 
station is located within the United States 
as defined in subsection (d) of this section; or 

‘‘(B) an amount for subsistence expenses 
instead of the actual subsistence expenses 
authorized in subparagraph (A) of this para-
graph. 

‘‘(2) The period authorized in paragraph (1) 
of this subsection for payment of expenses 
for residence in temporary quarters may be 
extended up to an additional 60 days if the 
head of the agency concerned or the designee 
of such head of the agency determines that 
there are compelling reasons for the contin-
ued occupancy of temporary quarters. 

‘‘(3) The regulations implementing para-
graph (1)(A) shall prescribe daily rates and 
amounts for subsistence expenses per indi-
vidual.’’. 
SEC. 1313. MODIFICATION OF RESIDENCE TRANS-

ACTION EXPENSES ALLOWANCE. 
(a) EXPENSES OF SALE.—Section 5724a of 

title 5, United States Code, is further amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(d)(1) An agency shall pay to or on behalf 
of an employee who transfers in the interest 
of the Government, expenses of the sale of 
the residence (or the settlement of an unex-
pired lease) of the employee at the old offi-
cial station and purchase of a residence at 
the new official station that are required to 
be paid by the employee, when the old and 
new official stations are located within the 
United States. 

‘‘(2) An agency shall pay to or on behalf of 
an employee who transfers in the interest of 
the Government from a post of duty located 
outside the United States to an official sta-
tion within the United States (other than 
the official station within the United States 
from which the employee was transferred 
when assigned to the foreign tour of duty)— 

‘‘(A) expenses required to be paid by the 
employee of the sale of the residence (or the 
settlement of an unexpired lease) of the em-
ployee at the old official station from which 
the employee was transferred when the em-
ployee was assigned to the post of duty lo-
cated outside the United States; and 

‘‘(B) expenses required to be paid by the 
employee of the purchase of a residence at 
the new official station within the United 
States. 

‘‘(3) Reimbursement of expenses under 
paragraph (2) of this subsection shall not be 
allowed for any sale (or settlement of an un-
expired lease) or purchase transaction that 
occurs prior to official notification that 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7314 June 28, 1996 
the employee’s return to the United States 
would be to an official station other than the 
official station from which the employee was 
transferred when assigned to the post of duty 
outside the United States. 

‘‘(4) Reimbursement for brokerage fees on 
the sale of the residence and other expenses 
under this subsection may not exceed those 
customarily charged in the locality where 
the residence is located. 

‘‘(5) Reimbursement may not be made 
under this subsection for losses incurred by 
the employee on the sale of the residence. 

‘‘(6) This subsection applies regardless of 
whether title to the residence or the unex-
pired lease is— 

‘‘(A) in the name of the employee alone; 
‘‘(B) in the joint names of the employee 

and a member of the employee’s immediate 
family; or 

‘‘(C) in the name of a member of the em-
ployee’s immediate family alone. 

‘‘(7)(A) In connection with the sale of the 
residence at the old official station, reim-
bursement under this subsection shall not 
exceed 10 percent of the sale price. 

‘‘(B) In connection with the purchase of a 
residence at the new official station, reim-
bursement under this subsection shall not 
exceed 5 percent of the purchase price. 

‘‘(8) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘United States’ means the several 
States of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, the territories and possessions of 
the United States, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, and the areas and 
installations in the Republic of Panama 
made available to the United States pursu-
ant to the Panama Canal Treaty of 1977 and 
related agreements (as described in section 
3(a) of the Panama Canal Act of 1979).’’. 

(b) RELOCATION SERVICES.—Section 5724c of 
title 5, United State Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘§ 5724c. Relocation services 

‘‘Under regulations prescribed under sec-
tion 5737, each agency may enter into con-
tracts to provide relocation services to agen-
cies and employees for the purpose of car-
rying out this subchapter. An agency may 
pay a fee for such services. Such services in-
clude arranging for the purchase of a trans-
ferred employee’s residence.’’. 

SEC. 1314. AUTHORITY TO PAY FOR PROPERTY 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES. 

Section 5724a of title 5, United States Code, 
is further amended— 

(1) in subsection (d) (as added by section 
1313 of this title)— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (8) as para-
graph (9); and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (7) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(8) An agency may pay to or on behalf of 
an employee who transfers in the interest of 
the Government, expenses of property man-
agement services when the agency deter-
mines that such transfer is advantageous 
and cost-effective to the Government, in-
stead of expenses under paragraph (2) or (3) 
of this subsection, for sale of the employee’s 
residence.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(e) An agency may pay to or on behalf of 
an employee who transfers in the interest of 
the Government, the expenses of property 
management services when the employee 
transfers to a post of duty outside the United 
States as defined in subsection (d) of this 
section. Such payment shall terminate upon 
return of the employee to an official station 
within the United States as defined in sub-
section (d) of this section.’’. 

SEC. 1315. AUTHORITY TO TRANSPORT A PRI-
VATELY OWNED MOTOR VEHICLE 
WITHIN THE CONTINENTAL UNITED 
STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5727 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (c) 
through (e) as subsections (d) through (f), re-
spectively; 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(c) Under regulations prescribed under 
section 5737, the privately owned motor vehi-
cle or vehicles of an employee, including a 
new appointee or a student trainee for whom 
travel and transportation expenses are au-
thorized under section 5723, may be trans-
ported at Government expense to a new offi-
cial station of the employee when the agency 
determines that such transport is advan-
tageous and cost-effective to the Govern-
ment.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (e) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘subsection (b) of this section’’ and 
by inserting ‘‘subsection (b) or (c) of this sec-
tion’’. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—(1) 
Section 5722(a) of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (1); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (2) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) the expenses of transporting a pri-

vately owned motor vehicle to the extent au-
thorized under section 5727(c).’’. 

(2) Section 5723(a) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (1); 

(B) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon 
at the end of paragraph (2); and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) the expenses of transporting a pri-

vately owned motor vehicle to the extent au-
thorized under section 5727(c);’’. 
SEC. 1316. AUTHORITY TO PAY LIMITED RELOCA-

TION ALLOWANCES TO AN EM-
PLOYEE WHO IS PERFORMING AN 
EXTENDED ASSIGNMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 
57 of title 5, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘§ 5736. Relocation expenses of an employee 

who is performing an extended assignment 
‘‘(a) Under regulations prescribed under 

section 5737, an agency may pay to or on be-
half of an employee assigned from the em-
ployee’s official station to a duty station for 
a period of no less than 6 months and no 
greater than 30 months, the following ex-
penses in lieu of payment of expenses author-
ized under subchapter I of this chapter: 

‘‘(1) Travel expenses to and from the as-
signment location in accordance with sec-
tion 5724. 

‘‘(2) Transportation expenses of the imme-
diate family and household goods and per-
sonal effects to and from the assignment lo-
cation in accordance with section 5724. 

‘‘(3) A per diem allowance for the employ-
ee’s immediate family to and from the as-
signment location in accordance with sec-
tion 5724a(a). 

‘‘(4) Travel and transportation expenses of 
the employee and spouse to seek residence 
quarters at the assignment location in ac-
cordance with section 5724a(b). 

‘‘(5) Subsistence expenses of the employee 
and the employee’s immediate family while 
occupying temporary quarters upon com-
mencement and termination of the assign-
ment in accordance with section 5724a(c). 

‘‘(6) An amount, in accordance with section 
5724a(g), to be used by the employee for mis-
cellaneous expenses. 

‘‘(7) The expenses of transporting a pri-
vately owned motor vehicle or vehicles to 
the assignment location in accordance with 
section 5727. 

‘‘(8) An allowance as authorized under sec-
tion 5724b of this title for Federal, State, and 
local income taxes incurred on reimburse-
ment of expenses paid under this section or 
on services provided in kind under this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(9) Expenses of nontemporary storage of 
household goods and personal effects as de-
fined in section 5726(a). The weight of the 
household goods and personal effects stored 
under this subsection, together with the 
weight of property transported under section 
5724(a), may not exceed the total maximum 
weight which could be transported in accord-
ance with section 5724(a). 

‘‘(10) Expenses of property management 
services. 

‘‘(b) An agency shall not make payment 
under this section to or on behalf of the em-
ployee for expenses incurred after termi-
nation of the temporary assignment.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 57 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 5735 the fol-
lowing new item: 

‘‘5736. Relocation expenses of an employee 
who is performing an extended 
assignment.’’. 

SEC. 1317. AUTHORITY TO PAY A HOME MAR-
KETING INCENTIVE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter IV of chapter 
57 of title 5, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion: 

‘‘§ 5756. Home marketing incentive payment 
‘‘(a) Under such regulations as the Admin-

istrator of General Services may prescribe, 
an agency may pay to an employee who 
transfers in the interest of the Government 
an amount, not to exceed a maximum pay-
ment amount established by the Adminis-
trator in consultation with the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget, to en-
courage the employee to aggressively mar-
ket the employee’s residence at the old offi-
cial station when— 

‘‘(1) the residence is entered into a pro-
gram established under a contract in accord-
ance with section 5724c of this chapter, to ar-
range for the purchase of the residence; 

‘‘(2) the employee finds a buyer who com-
pletes the purchase of the residence through 
the program; and 

‘‘(3) the sale of the residence to the indi-
vidual results in a reduced cost to the Gov-
ernment. 

‘‘(b) For fiscal years 1997 and 1998, the Ad-
ministrator shall establish a maximum pay-
ment amount of 5 percent of the sales price 
of the residence.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 57 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting at the 
end the following: 

‘‘5756. Home marketing incentive payment.’’. 
SEC. 1318. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 5, UNITED STATES 
CODE.—(1) Section 5724a of title 5, United 
States Code, is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsections: 

‘‘(g)(1) Subject to paragraph (2), an em-
ployee who is reimbursed under subsections 
(a) through (f) of this section or section 
5724(a) of this title is entitled to an amount 
for miscellaneous expenses— 

‘‘(A) not to exceed 2 weeks’ basic pay, if 
such employee has an immediate family; or 

‘‘(B) not to exceed 1 week’s basic pay, if 
such employee does not have an immediate 
family. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7315 June 28, 1996 
‘‘(2) Amounts paid under paragraph (1) may 

not exceed amounts determined at the max-
imum rate payable for a position at GS–13 of 
the General Schedule. 

‘‘(h) A former employee separated by rea-
son of reduction in force or transfer of func-
tion who within 1 year after the separation is 
reemployed by a nontemporary appointment 
at a different geographical location from 
that where the separation occurred, may be 
allowed and paid the expenses authorized by 
sections 5724, 5725, 5726(b), and 5727 of this 
title, and may receive the benefits author-
ized by subsections (a) through (g) of this 
section, in the same manner as though such 
employee had been transferred in the inter-
est of the Government without a break in 
service to the location of reemployment 
from the location where separated. 

‘‘(i) Payments for subsistence expenses, in-
cluding amounts in lieu of per diem or actual 
subsistence expenses or a combination there-
of, authorized under this section shall not 
exceed the maximum payment allowed under 
regulations which implement section 5702 of 
this title. 

‘‘(j) Subsections (a), (b), and (c) shall be 
implemented under regulations issued under 
section 5737.’’. 

(2) Section 3375 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(3), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 5724a(a)(1) of this title’’ and inserting 
‘‘section 5724a(a) of this title’’; 

(B) in subsection (a)(4), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 5724a(a)(3) of this title’’ and inserting 
‘‘section 5724a(c) of this title’’; and 

(C) in subsection (a)(5), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 5724a(b) of this title’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 5724a(g) of this title’’. 

(3) Section 5724(e) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘section 
5724a(a), (b) of this title’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 5724a(a) through (g) of this title’’. 

(b) MISCELLANEOUS.—(1) Section 707 of title 
38, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(6), by striking ‘‘Sec-
tion 5724a(a)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘Section 
5724a(c)’’; and 

(B) in subsection (a)(7), by striking ‘‘Sec-
tion 5724a(a)(4)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
5724a(d)’’. 

(2) Section 501 of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 290aa) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (g)(2)(A), by striking 
‘‘5724a(a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘5724a(a)’’; and 

(B) in subsection (g)(2)(A), by striking 
‘‘5724a(a)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘5724a(c)’’. 

(3) Section 925 of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 299c–4) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (f)(2)(A), by striking 
‘‘5724a(a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘5724a(a)’’; and 

(B) in subsection (f)(2)(A), by striking 
‘‘5724a(a)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘5724a(c)’’. 

Subtitle B—Miscellaneous Provisions 
SEC. 1331. REPEAL OF THE LONG-DISTANCE 

TELEPHONE CALL CERTIFICATION 
REQUIREMENT. 

Section 1348 of title 31, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by striking the last sentence of sub-
section (a)(2); 

(2) by striking subsection (b); and 
(3) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d) 

as subsections (b) and (c), respectively. 
SEC. 1332. TRANSFER OF AUTHORITY TO ISSUE 

REGULATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 

57 of title 5, United States Code, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
‘‘§ 5737. Regulations 

‘‘(a)(1) Except as specifically provided in 
this subchapter, the Administrator of Gen-
eral Services shall prescribe regulations nec-
essary for the administration of this sub-
chapter. 

‘‘(2) Notwithstanding any limitation of 
this subchapter, in promulgating regulations 
under paragraph (1) of this subsection, the 
Administrator of General Services shall in-
clude a provision authorizing the head of an 
agency or his designee to waive any limita-
tion of this subchapter or in any imple-
menting regulation for any employee relo-
cating to or from a remote or isolated loca-
tion who would otherwise suffer hardship. 

‘‘(b) The Administrator of General Services 
shall prescribe regulations necessary for the 
implementation of section 5724b of this sub-
chapter in consultation with the Secretary 
of the Treasury. 

‘‘(c) The Secretary of Defense shall pre-
scribe regulations necessary for the imple-
mentation of section 5735 of this sub-
chapter.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 57 of title 5, United 
States Code, is further amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 5736 the 
following new item: 
‘‘5737. Regulations.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section 
5722 of title 5, United States Code, is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘Under such regulations as 
the President may prescribe’’, and inserting 
‘‘Under regulations prescribed under section 
5737 of this title’’. 

(2) Section 5723 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Under such 
regulations as the President may prescribe’’, 
and inserting ‘‘Under regulations prescribed 
under section 5737 of this title’’. 

(3) Section 5724 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) in subsections (a) through (c), by strik-
ing ‘‘Under such regulations as the President 
may prescribe’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘Under regulations prescribed under 
section 5737 of this title’’; 

(B) in subsections (c) and (e), by striking 
‘‘under regulations prescribed by the Presi-
dent’’ and inserting ‘‘under regulations pre-
scribed under section 5737 of this title’’; and 

(C) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘under the 
regulations of the President’’ and inserting 
‘‘under regulations prescribed under section 
5737 of this title’’. 

(4) Section 5724b of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Under such 
regulations as the President may prescribe’’ 
and inserting ‘‘Under regulations prescribed 
under section 5737 of this title’’. 

(5) Section 5726 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘as the 
President may by regulation authorize’’ and 
inserting ‘‘as authorized under regulations 
prescribed under section 5737 of this title’’; 
and 

(B) in subsections (b) and (c), by striking 
‘‘Under such regulations as the President 
may prescribe’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘under regulations prescribed under 
section 5737 of this title’’. 

(6) Section 5727(b) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Under such 
regulations as the President may prescribe’’ 
and inserting ‘‘Under regulations prescribed 
under section 5737 of this title’’. 

(7) Section 5728 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended in subsections (a), (b), and 
(c)(1), by striking ‘‘Under such regulations as 
the President may prescribe’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘Under regulations 
prescribed under section 5737 of this title’’. 

(8) Section 5729 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended in subsections (a) and (b), 
by striking ‘‘Under such regulations as the 
President may prescribe’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Under regulations pre-
scribed under section 5737 of this title’’. 

(9) Section 5731 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘in accordance 

with regulations prescribed by the Presi-
dent’’ and inserting ‘‘in accordance with reg-
ulations prescribed under section 5737 of this 
title’’. 
SEC. 1333. REPORT ON ASSESSMENT OF COST 

SAVINGS. 
No later than 1 year after the effective 

date of the final regulations issued under 
section 1334(b), the General Accounting Of-
fice shall submit a report to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs of the Senate and 
the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight of the House of Representatives on 
an assessment of the cost savings to Federal 
travel administration resulting from statu-
tory and regulatory changes under this Act. 
SEC. 1334. EFFECTIVE DATE; ISSUANCE OF REGU-

LATIONS. 
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this title shall take effect upon the 
expiration of the 180-day period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Administrator of 
General Services shall issue final regulations 
implementing the amendments made by this 
title by not later than the expiration of the 
period referred to in subsection (a). 

Strike section 1114(b) of the bill. 

LEVIN AMENDMENT NO. 4402 
Mr. NUNN (for Mr. LEVIN) proposed 

an amendment to the bill, S. 1745, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in title VIII of the 
bill, add the following new section: 
SEC. . TEST PROGRAMS FOR MODERNIZATION- 

THROUGH-SPARES. 
Not later than 60 days after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Secretary of the 
Army shall report to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on National Security of the House of 
Representatives on the steps he has taken to 
ensure that each program included in the 
Army’s modernization-through-spares pro-
gram is conducted in accordance with— 

(1) the competition requirements in sec-
tion 2304 of title 10; 

(2) the core logistics requirements in sec-
tion 2464 of title 10; and 

(3) the public-private competition require-
ments in section 2469 of title to; and 

(4) requirements relating to contract bun-
dling and spare parts breakout in sections 
15(a) and 15(l) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 644) and implementing regulations in 
the Defense FAR Supplement. 

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 4403 
Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. STEVENS) pro-

posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1745, supra: as follows: 

In the table in section 2401(a), strike out 
‘‘$18,000,000’’ in the amount column in the 
item relating to Elmendorf Air Force Base, 
Alaska, and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$21,000,000’’. 

Strike out the amount set forth as the 
total amount at the end of the table in sec-
tion 2401(a) and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$530,590,000’’. 

In section 2406(a), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘$3,421,366,000’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$3,424,366,000’’. 

In section 2406(a)(1), strike out 
‘‘$364,487,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$367,487,000’’. 

DOMENICI AMENDMENT NO. 4404 
Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. DOMENICI) pro-

posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1745, supra; as follows: 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7316 June 28, 1996 
In the table in section 2101(a), insert after 

the item relating to Fort Polk, Louisiana, 
the following new item: 
New Mex-

ico.
White Sands Missile 

Range.
$10,000,000 

Strike out the amount set forth as the 
total amount at the end of the table in sec-
tion 2101(a) and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$366,450,000’’. 

In section 2104(a), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘$1,894,297,000’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$1,904,297,000’’. 

In section 2104(a)(1), strike out 
‘‘$356,450,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$366,450,000’’. 

CHAFEE (AND WARNER) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4405 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. CHAFEE, for 
himself and Mr. WARNER) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

In the table in section 2201(a), insert after 
the item relating to Camp Lejeune Marine 
Corps Base, North Carolina, the following 
new item: 
Rhode Is-

land.
Naval Undersea Warfare 

Center.
$8,900,000 

Strike out the amount set forth as the 
total amount at the end of the table in sec-
tion 2201(a) and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$515,952,000’’. 

In section 2205(a), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘$2,040,093,000’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$2,048,993,000’’. 

In section 2205(a)(1), strike out 
‘‘$507,052,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$515,952,000’’. 

SMITH AMENDMENT NO. 4406 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. SMITH) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 1745, 
supra; as follows: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING USS 

LCS 102 (LSSL 102). 
It is the Sense of the Senate that the Sec-

retary of Defense should use existing au-
thorities in law to seek the expeditious re-
turn upon completion of service, of the 
former USS LCS 102 (LSSL 102) from the 
Government of Thailand in order for the ship 
to be transferred to the United States Ship-
building Museum in Quincy, Massachusetts. 

ROBB AMENDMENT NO. 4407 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. ROBB) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title IX, add the 
following: 
SEC. 908. MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED IN NEXT 

ASSESSMENT OF CURRENT MIS-
SIONS, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND 
FORCE STRUCTURE OF THE UNIFIED 
COMBATANT COMMANDS. 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
shall consider, as part of the next periodic 
review of the missions, responsibilities, and 
force structure of the unified combatant 
commands under section 161(b) of title 10, 
United States Code, the following matters: 

(1) For each Area of Responsibility of the 
regional unified combatant commands— 

(A) the foremost threats to United States 
or allied securities in the near- and long- 
term; 

(B) the total area of ocean and total area 
of land encompassed; and 

(C) the number of countries and total popu-
lations encompassed. 

(2) Whether any one Area of Responsibility 
encompasses a disproportionately high or 

low share of threats, mission requirements, 
land or ocean area, number of countries, or 
population. 

(3) The other factors used to establish the 
current Areas of Responsibility. 

(4) Whether any of the factors addressed 
under paragraph (3) account for any apparent 
imbalances indicated in the response to 
paragraph (2). 

(5) Whether, in light of recent reductions 
in the overall force structure of the Armed 
Forces, the United States could better exe-
cute its warfighting plans with fewer unified 
combatant commands, including— 

(A) a total of five or fewer commands, all 
of which are regional; 

(B) an eastward-oriented command, a west-
ward-oriented command, a central command; 
or 

(C) a purely functional command struc-
ture, involving (for example) a first theater 
command, a second theater command, a lo-
gistics command, a special contingencies 
command, and a strategic command. 

(6) Whether any missions, staff, facilities, 
equipment, training programs, or other as-
sets or activities of the unified combatant 
commands are redundant. 

(7) Whether warfighting requirements are 
adequate to justify the current functional 
commands. 

(8) Whether the exclusion of Russia from a 
specific Area of Responsibility presents any 
difficulties for the unified combatant com-
mands with respect to contingency planning 
for that area and its periphery. 

(9) Whether the current geographic bound-
ary between the Central Command and the 
European Command through the Middle East 
could create command conflicts in the con-
text of fighting a major regional conflict in 
the Middle East. 

LEVIN AMENDMENT NO. 4408 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. LEVIN) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 1745, 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title II, add the 
following: 
SEC. 223. SEAMLESS HIGH OFF-CHIP 

CONNECTIVITY. 
Of the amount authorized to be appro-

priated by this Act, $7,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency for research and develop-
ment on Seamless High Off-Chip 
Connectivity (SHOCC) under the materials 
and electronic technology program (PE 
0602712E). 

SMITH AMENDMENT NO. 4409 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. SMITH) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 1745, 
supra; as follows: 

Beginning on page 90, strike line 1 and all 
that follows through page 91, line 17, and in-
sert the following: 
SEC. 346. AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER CONTAMI-

NATED FEDERAL PROPERTY BE-
FORE COMPLETION OF REQUIRED 
REMEDIAL ACTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 120(h)(3) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9620(h)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (A) as 
clause (i) and clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of that 
subparagraph as subclauses (I), (II), and (III), 
respectively; 

(2) by striking ‘‘After the last day’’ and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—After the last day’’; 
(3) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 

clause (ii) and clauses (i) and (ii) of that sub-
paragraph as subclauses (I) and (II), respec-
tively; 

(4) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 
clause (iii); 

(5) by striking ‘‘For purposes of subpara-
graph (B)(i)’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(B) COVENANT REQUIREMENTS.—For pur-
poses of subparagraphs (A)(ii)(I) and (C)(iii)’’; 

(6) in subparagraph (B), as designated by 
paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘subparagraph 
(B)’’ each place it appears and inserting 
‘‘subparagraph (A)(ii)’’; and 

(7) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(C) DEFERRAL.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator (in 

the case of real property at a Federal facility 
that is listed on the National Priorities List) 
or the Governor of the State in which the fa-
cility is located (in the case of real property 
at a Federal facility not listed on the Na-
tional Priorities List) may defer the require-
ment of subparagraph (A)(ii)(I) with respect 
to the property if the Administrator or the 
Governor, as the case may be, determines 
that— 

‘‘(I) the property is suitable for transfer for 
the use intended by the transferee; 

‘‘(II) the deed or other agreement proposed 
to govern the transfer between the United 
States and the transferee of the property 
contains the assurances set forth in clause 
(ii); and 

‘‘(III) the Federal agency requesting defer-
ral has provided notice, by publication in a 
newspaper of general circulation in the vi-
cinity of the property, of the proposed trans-
fer and of the opportunity for the public to 
submit, within a period of not less than 30 
days after the date of the notice, written 
comments on the finding by the agency that 
the property is suitable for transfer. 

‘‘(ii) REMEDIAL ACTION ASSURANCES.—With 
regard to a release or threatened release of a 
hazardous substance for which a Federal 
agency is potentially responsible under this 
section, the deed or other agreement pro-
posed to govern the transfer shall contain as-
surances that— 

‘‘(I) provide for any necessary restrictions 
to ensure the protection of human health 
and the environment; 

‘‘(II) provide that there will be restrictions 
on use necessary to ensure required remedial 
investigations, remedial actions, and over-
sight activities will not be disrupted; 

‘‘(III) provide that all appropriate remedial 
action will be taken and identify the sched-
ules for investigation and completion of all 
necessary remedial action; and 

‘‘(IV) provide that the Federal agency re-
sponsible for the property subject to transfer 
will submit a budget request to the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget that 
adequately addresses schedules, subject to 
congressional authorizations and appropria-
tions. 

‘‘(iii) WARRANTY.—When all remedial ac-
tion necessary to protect human health and 
the environment with respect to any sub-
stance remaining on the property on the 
date of transfer has been taken, the United 
States shall execute and deliver to the trans-
feree an appropriate document containing a 
warranty that all such remedial action has 
been completed, and the making of the war-
ranty shall be considered to satisfy the re-
quirement of subparagraph (A)(ii)(I). 

‘‘(iv) FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY.—A deferral 
under this subparagraph shall not increase, 
diminish, or affect in any manner any rights 
or obligations of a Federal agency with re-
spect to a property transferred under this 
subparagraph.’’. 

(b) CONTINUED APPLICATION OF STATE 
LAW.—The first sentence of section 120(a)(4) 
of the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620(a)(4)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘or facilities that are the subject of 
a deferral under subsection (h)(3)(C)’’ after 
‘‘United States’’. 
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GLENN (AND HELMS) AMENDMENT 

NO. 4410 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. GLENN, for him-
self and Mr. HELMS) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle F of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1072. STRENGTHENING CERTAIN SANCTIONS 

AGAINST NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION 
ACTIVITIES. 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 2(b)(4) of the Ex-
port-Import Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 
635(b)(4)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting after ‘‘any country has 
willfully aided or abetted’’ the following: ‘‘, 
or any person has knowingly aided or abet-
ted,’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘or countries’’ and inserting 
‘‘, countries, person, or persons’’; 

(3) by inserting after ‘‘United States ex-
ports to such country’’ the following: ‘‘or, in 
the case of any such person, give approval to 
guarantee, insure, or extend credit, or par-
ticipate in the extension of credit in support 
of, exports to or by any such person for a 12- 
month period,’’; 

(4) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ immediately after 
‘‘(4)’’; 

(5) by inserting after ‘‘United States ex-
ports to such country’’ the second place it 
appears the following: ‘‘, except as provided 
in subparagraph (B),’’; and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) In the case of any country or person 

aiding or abetting a non-nuclear-weapon 
state as described in subparagraph (A), the 
prohibition on financing by the Bank con-
tained in the second sentence of that sub-
paragraph shall not apply to the country or 
person, as the case may be, if the President 
determines and certifies in writing to the 
Congress that— 

‘‘(i) reliable information indicates that the 
country or person with respect to which the 
determination is made has ceased to aid or 
abet any non-nuclear-weapon state to ac-
quire any nuclear explosive device or to ac-
quire unsafeguarded special nuclear mate-
rial; and 

‘‘(ii) the President has received reliable as-
surances from the country or person that 
such country or person will not, in the fu-
ture, aid or abet any non-nuclear-weapon 
state in its efforts to acquire any nuclear ex-
plosive device or any unsafeguarded special 
nuclear material. 

‘‘(C) For purposes of subparagraphs (A) and 
(B)— 

‘‘(ii) the term ‘country’ has the meaning 
given to ‘foreign state’ in section 1603(a) of 
title 28, United States Code; 

‘‘(ii) the term ‘knowingly’ is used within 
the meaning of the term ‘knowing’ in section 
104 of the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act; and 

‘‘(iii) the term ‘person’ means a natural 
person as well as a corporation, business as-
sociation, partnership, society, trust, any 
other nongovernmental entity, organization, 
or group, and any governmental entity oper-
ating as a business enterprise, and any suc-
cessor of any such entity.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—(1) The amendments 
made by paragraphs (1) through (5) of sub-
section (a) shall apply to persons, and the 
amendment made by subsection (a)(6), shall 
apply to countries and persons, aiding or 
abetting non-nuclear weapon states on or 
after June 29, 1994. 

(2) Nothing in this section or the amend-
ments made by this section shall apply to 
obligations undertaken pursuant to guaran-
tees, insurance, and the extension of credits 
(and participation in the extension of cred-
its) made before the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

CHAFEE AMENDMENT NO. 4411 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. CHAFEE) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1745, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title VIII add the following: 
SEC. 810. PILOT PROGRAM FOR TRANSFER OF DE-

FENSE TECHNOLOGY INFORMATION 
TO PRIVATE INDUSTRY. 

(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Secretary of 
Defense shall carry out a pilot program to 
demonstrate online transfers of information 
on defense technologies to businesses in the 
private sector through an interactive data 
network involving Small Business Develop-
ment Centers of institutions of higher edu-
cation. 

(b) COMPUTERIZED DATA BASE OF DEFENSE 
TECHNOLOGIES.—(1) Under the pilot program, 
the Secretary shall enter into an agreement 
with the head of an eligible institution of 
higher education that provides for such in-
stitution— 

(A) to develop and maintain a computer-
ized data base of information on defense 
technologies; 

(B) to make such information available on-
line to— 

(i) businesses; and 
(ii) other institutions of higher education 

entering into partnerships with the Sec-
retary under subsection (c). 

(2) The online accessibility may be estab-
lished by means of any of, or any combina-
tion of, the following: 

(A) Digital teleconferencing. 
(B) International Signal Digital Network 

lines. 
(C) Direct modem hookup. 
(c) PARTNERSHIP NETWORK.—Under the 

pilot program, the Secretary shall seek to 
enter into agreements with the heads of sev-
eral eligible institutions of higher education 
having strong business education programs 
to provide for the institutions of higher edu-
cation entering into such agreements— 

(1) to establish interactive computer links 
with the data base developed and maintained 
under subsection (b); and 

(2) to assist the Secretary in making infor-
mation on defense technologies available on-
line to the broadest practicable number 
types and sizes of businesses. 

(d) ELIGIBLE INSTITUTIONS.—For the pur-
poses of this section an institution of higher 
education is eligible to enter into an agree-
ment under subsection (b) or (c) if the insti-
tution has a Small Business Development 
Center. 

(e) DEFENSE TECHNOLOGIES COVERED.—(1) 
The Secretary shall designate the tech-
nologies to be covered by the pilot program 
from among the existing and experimental 
technologies that the Secretary deter-
mines— 

(A) are useful in meeting Department of 
Defense needs; and 

(B) should be made available under the 
pilot program to facilitate the satisfaction 
of such needs by private sector sources. 

(2) Technologies covered by the program 
should include technologies useful for de-
fense purposes that can also be used for non-
defense purposes (with or without modifica-
tion). 

(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘Small Business Development 

Center’’ means a small business development 
center established pursuant to section 21 of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 648). 

(2) The term ‘‘defense technology’’ means a 
technology designated by the Secretary of 
Defense under subsection (d). 

(3) The term ‘‘partnership’’ means an 
agreement entered into under section (c). 

(g) TERMINATION OF PILOT PROGRAM.—The 
pilot program shall terminate one year after 
the Secretary enters into an agreement 
under subsection (b). 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Of 
the amount authorized to be appropriated 
under section 201(4) for university research 
initiatives $3000000 is available for the pilot 
program. 

THURMOND (AND NUNN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4412 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. THURMOND, for 
himself and Mr. NUNN) proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1745 supra; as 
follows: 

In section 216, strike out the section head-
ing and insert in lieu therefore the following: 
SEC. 216. TIER III MINUS UNMANNED AERIAL VE-

HICLE. 
In section 3131(e), in the matter preceding 

paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘section 3101’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘section 3101(b)(1)’’. 

In section 3131(e)(1), strike out ‘‘and’’ after 
the semicolon. 

In section 3131(e)(2), strike out the period 
at the end and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘; and’’. 

At the end of section 3131(e), add the fol-
lowing: 

(3) not more than $100,000,000 shall be avail-
able for other tritium production research 
activities. 

In section 3132(a), strike out ‘‘requirement 
for tritium for’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘tritium requirements for’’. 

In section 3136(a), in the matter preceding 
paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘section 3102’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘section 3102(b)’’. 

In section 3136(a)(1), strike out 
‘‘$43,000,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$65,700,000’’. 

In section 3136(a)(2), strike out 
‘‘$15,000,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$80,000,000’’. 

In section 3136(a)(2), strike out ‘‘stainless 
steel’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘non-alu-
minum clad’’. 

BROWN AMENDMENT NO. 4413 

Mr. BROWN proposed an amendment 
to the bill, S. 1745, supra; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title II add the 
following: 
SEC. 237. ANNUAL REPORT ON THREAT OF AT-

TACK BY BALLISTIC MISSILES CAR-
RYING NUCLEAR, CHEMICAL, OR BI-
OLOGICAL WARHEADS. 

(a) FINDINGS—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The worldwide proliferation of ballistic 
missiles is a potential threat to the United 
States national interests overseas and chal-
lenges United States defense planning. 

(2) In the absence of a national missile de-
fense, the United States remains vulnerable 
to long-range missile threats. 

(3) Russia has a ground-based missile de-
fense system deployed around Moscow. 

(4) Several countries, including Iraq, Iran, 
and North Korea may soon be techno-
logically capable of threatening the United 
States and Russia with ballistic missile at-
tack. 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—(1) Each year, the 
President shall submit to Congress a report 
on the threats to the United States of attack 
by ballistic missiles carrying nuclear, bio-
logical, or chemical warheads. 

(2) The President shall submit the first re-
port not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(c) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report shall 
contain the following: 

(1) A list of all countries thought to have 
nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons, the 
estimated numbers of such weapons that 
each country has, and the destructive poten-
tial of the weapons. 

(2) A list of all countries thought to have 
ballistic missiles, the estimated number of 
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such missiles that each country has, and an 
assessment of the ability of those countries 
to integrate their ballistic missile capabili-
ties with their nuclear, chemical, or biologi-
cal weapon technologies. 

(3) A comparison of the United States civil 
defense capabilities with the civil defense ca-
pabilities of each country that has nuclear, 
chemical, or biological weapons and ballistic 
missiles capable of delivering such weapons. 

(4) An estimate of the number of American 
fatalities and injuries that could result, and 
an estimate of the value of property that 
could be lost, from an attack on the United 
States by ballistic missiles carrying nuclear, 
chemical, or biological weapons if the United 
States were left undefended by a national 
missile defense system covering all 50 
States. 

(5) Assuming the use of any existing the-
ater ballistic missile defense system for de-
fense of the United States, a list of the 
States that would be left exposed to nuclear 
ballistic missile attacks and the criteria 
used to determine which States would be left 
exposed. 

(6) The means by which the United States 
is preparing to defend itself against the po-
tential threat of ballistic missile attacks by 
North Korea, Iran, Iraq, and other countries 
obtaining ballistic missiles capable of deliv-
ering nuclear, chemical, and biological weap-
ons in the near future. 

(7) For each country that is capable of at-
tacking the United States with ballistic mis-
siles carrying a nuclear, biological, or chem-
ical weapon, a comparison of— 

(A) the vulnerability of the United States 
to such an attack if theater missile defenses 
were used to defend against the attack; and 

(B) the vulnerability of the United States 
to such an attack if a national missile de-
fense were in place to defend against the at-
tack. 

LEVIN AMENDMENT NO. 4414 

Mr. LEVIN proposed an amendment 
to the bill, S. 1745, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title I add the following: 

Subtitle E—Reserve Components 

SEC. 141. RESERVE COMPONENT EQUIPMENT. 
(a) APPLICABILITY OF MODERNIZATION PRI-

ORITIES.—The selection of equipment to be 
procured for a reserve component with funds 
authorized to be appropriated under section 
105 shall be made in accordance with the 
highest priorities established for the mod-
ernization of that reserve component. 

(b) REPORTS.—(1) Not later than December 
1, 1996, each officer referred to in paragraph 
(2) shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees an assessment of the moderniza-
tion priorities established for the reserve 
component or reserve components for which 
that officer is responsible. 

(2) The officers required to submit a report 
under paragraph (1) are as follows: 

(A) The Chief of the National Guard Bu-
reau. 

(B) The Chief of Army Reserve. 
(C) The Chief of Air Force Reserve. 
(D) The Director of Naval Reserve. 
(E) The Commanding General, Marine 

Forces Reserve. 

Title 

FY 1997 Authorization Appropriation 

Hollow 
SASC 

Hollow 
HNSC Qty. Cost 

SASC change HNSC change SAC change HAC change 

Qty. Cost Qty. Cost Qty. Cost Qty. Cost 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 
RESERVE EQUIPMENT 

ARMY RESERVE 
Miscellaneous equipment ........................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 35,000 .................. 10,000 .................. 110,000 .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
25 ton trucks ............................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 15,000 ..................
New procurement 2 5/5 ton trucks ........................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. ..................
Tactical truck SLEP 2 5 ton ...................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. ..................
Tactical truck SLEP 5 ton .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 
Heavy truck modernization ......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 30,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 30,000 ..................
HEMTT bridge trans ................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 9,000 .................. ..................
Dump trucks 20 tons ................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
Water purfication units .............................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
Portable lighting systems w/trailers .......................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
Automatic building machines .................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. 2,000 
HMMWV maintenance trucks ..................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 6,000 4,000 ..................
All-terrain forklift 10 ton ........................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
All-terrain crane 20 ton ............................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
Hydraulic excavator .................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
HEMTT wrecker ........................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 7,000 .................. ..................
Mk-19 grenade launcher ............................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
Steam cleaner ............................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
Coolant purification system ....................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 
Small arms simulator ................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
High mobility trailer ................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 
Unit level logistics system ......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
SINCGARS ................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 
Palletized load system ............................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 
Palletized trailers ....................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
HEMTT cargo chassis ................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
ANGRS–231 ................................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
Laser leveling system ................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................

Subtotal—Army Reserve ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 90,000 .................. 106,000 .................. 110,000 .................. 113,000 49,000 21,000 

NAVY RESERVE 
Miscellaneous Equipment .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 16,000 .................. 10,000 .................. 30,000 .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
F/A 18 Upgrades ........................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. 24,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 24,000 ..................
C–9 Replacement Aircraft ......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. 4 160,000 .................. .................. 4 160,000 .................. ..................
MIUW Van System Upgrades ...................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 
Night Vision Goggles .................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 
C–9 Mods ................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 
P–3C Simulator Upgrade ........................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 
Magic Lantern Spares ................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
P–3 Modernization ..................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 72,000 .................. ..................

Subtotal—Navy Reserve ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 40,000 .................. 192,000 .................. 30,000 .................. 242,000 24,000 17,000 

MARINE CORPS RESERVE 
Miscellaneous Equipment .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. 10,000 .................. 40,000 .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
LAV Improvements ...................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
CH–53E ...................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 50,000 2 64,000 .................. .................. 2 64,000 .................. ..................
AAV7A1 Modifications ................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
Night Vision Equipment ............................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
Common End User Computers ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
Fork Lifts .................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
M1A1 Tank Mod Kits .................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
AN/TPS–59 .................................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 11,000 .................. ..................

Subtotal—Marine Corps Reserve ..................................................... .................. .................. .................. 60,000 .................. 83,000 .................. 40,000 .................. 100,000 .................. ..................

AIR FORCE RESERVE 
Miscellaneous Equipment .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. 10,000 .................. 50,000 .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
C–20G ........................................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. 30,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 30,000 ..................
F–16 Avionics Upgrades ............................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
Night Vision Devices .................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
A–10 Avionics Upgrades ............................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 7,000 .................. .................. .................. 7,000 .................. ..................
C–130 Avionics Upgrades .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 7,000 .................. .................. .................. 7,000 .................. ..................
HC–130P Tanker Conversion ...................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
C–130 Modular Airborne Firefighting System ........................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
F–16 Weapons Pylon Upgrades ................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
KC–135R Engine Kits ................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 104,000 .................. .................. .................. 96,000 .................. 8,000 
KC–135 Radar Replacement ...................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
B–52 Avionics Upgrades ............................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
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Title 

FY 1997 Authorization Appropriation 

Hollow 
SASC 

Hollow 
HNSC Qty. Cost 

SASC change HNSC change SAC change HAC change 

Qty. Cost Qty. Cost Qty. Cost Qty. Cost 

Non-aircrew Training Systems ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
EPLRS/SADL ................................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 8,000 .................. ..................

Subtotal—Air Force Reserve ............................................................. .................. .................. .................. 40,000 .................. 148,000 .................. 50,000 .................. 148,000 30,000 8,000 

Subtotal—Reserves .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 230,000 .................. 529,000 .................. 230,000 .................. 603,000 103,000 46,000 

NATIONAL GUARD EQUIPMENT 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 

Miscellaneous Equipment .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 52,000 .................. 10,000 .................. 125,400 .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
MLRS .......................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 30,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 30,000 ..................
Combat and Support Systems ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 23,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 23,000 ..................
Tactical Trucks and Trailers ...................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 42,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 42,000 ..................
Communications Electronics ...................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 13,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 13,000 ..................
Logistics Service Support ........................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 ..................
Night Vision Equipment ............................................................................. .................. .................. .................. 14,000 .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 10,000 4,000 ..................
Chem/Bio Defense Equipment ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 ..................
Aircraft Equipment ..................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 21,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 21,000 ..................
Infrastructure Equipment ........................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 17,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 17,000 ..................
New Procurement Tactical Truck 5 Ton ..................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
SLEP 2.5 Ton .............................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. ..................
SLEP 5 Ton ................................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
Crashworthy Internal Fuel Cells ................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
Small Arms Simulators .............................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 
AH–1 Boresight devise ............................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
Coolant Purification System ....................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
Avenger I–COFT Simulator ......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................
D7 Bulldozer w/Ripper ............................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 
Water Purification Unit .............................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. ..................
FADEC ......................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
Digital System Test and Training Seminar ............................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
Automatic Building Machines .................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 1,000 .................. 2,000 
AH–1 C–Nite .............................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
Dump Trucks 20 Ton .................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
C–23 Sherpa Enhancement Program ........................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 28,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 28,000 
Helicopter Simulators (ARMS) .................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. ..................
Dragon Modifications ................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. ..................
Vibration System Management Systems .................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
Distance Learning Equipment .................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 29,000 .................. ..................
Laser Leveling Equipment .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
Automatic Identification Technology .......................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 7,000 .................. ..................

Subtotal—Army National Guard ....................................................... .................. .................. .................. 224,000 .................. 118,000 .................. 125,400 .................. 139,000 162,000 37,000 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
Miscellaneous Equipment .......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. .................. .................. 40,000 .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
Sead Mission Upgrade ............................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 11,400 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 11,400 ..................
F–16 HTS .................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. .................. .................. 10,000 .................. ..................
C–130J ....................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. 284,400 2 105,000 .................. .................. 2 105,000 179,400 ..................
Theater Deployable Communications ......................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 17,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 17,000 
C–26B ........................................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 
Automatic Building Machines .................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 2,000 .................. 1,000 
F–16 Improved Avionics Intermediate Shop .............................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. .................. .................. 15,000 .................. ..................
AN/TLQ–32 Tadar Decoys ........................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. .................. .................. 3,000 .................. ..................
C–130 Upgrades ........................................................................................ .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 5,000 .................. ..................
EPLRS / SADL ............................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 17,000 .................. ..................
Modular Medical Trauma Unit ................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 4,000 .................. ..................

Subtotal—Air National Guard .......................................................... .................. .................. .................. 305,800 .................. 158,000 .................. 40,000 .................. 166,000 190,800 23,000 

Subtotal—National Guard ................................................................ .................. .................. .................. 529,800 .................. 276,000 .................. 165,400 .................. 305,000 352,800 60,000 

DOD 
MISC EQUIPMENT (Guard & Reserve Aircraft) 

C–130J ....................................................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 284,400 .................. .................. .................. ..................
C–9 Replacement Aircraft ......................................................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 80,000 .................. .................. .................. ..................
Miscellaneous ............................................................................................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. ..................

Subtotal—Misc Equipment (Aircraft) ............................................... .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. .................. 364,400 .................. .................. .................. ..................

Total, National Guard and Reserve Equipment ......................................... .................. .................. .................. 759,800 .................. 805,000 .................. 759,800 .................. 908,000 455,800 108,000 

CONRAD (AND DORGAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4415 

Mr. CONRAD (for himself and Mr. 
DORGAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill, S. 1745, supra; as follows: 

At the end of section 1062, add the fol-
lowing: 

(d) RETENTION OF B–52H AIRCRAFT ON AC-
TIVE STATUS.—(1) The Secretary of the Air 
Force shall maintain in active status (in-
cluding the performance of standard mainte-
nance and upgrades) the current fleet of B– 
52H bomber aircraft. 

(2) For purposes of carrying out upgrades 
of B–52H bomber aircraft during fiscal year 
1997, the Secretary shall treat the entire cur-
rent fleet of such aircraft as aircraft ex-
pected to be maintained in active status dur-
ing the five-year period beginning on Octo-
ber 1, 1996. 

BROWN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4416 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. BROWN, for him-
self, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. SIMON, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. ROTH, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. BRADLEY, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. COHEN, Mr. LEVIN, and 
Mr. LIEBERMAN) proposed an amend-
ment to amendment No. 4367 proposed 
by Mr. NUNN to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

Strike all after page 1, line 3, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

(a) Not later than December 1, 1996, the 
President shall transmit a report on NATO 
enlargement to the Committee on Armed 
Services and the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations of the Senate and the Committee on 
National Security and the Committee on 
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives. The report shall contain a com-
prehensive discussion of the following: 

(1) Geopolitical and financial costs and 
benefits, including financial savings, associ-
ated with: 

(A) enlargement of NATO; 

(B) further delays in the process of NATO 
enlargement; and 

(C) a failure to enlarge NATO. 

(2) Additional NATO and U.S. military ex-
penditures requested by prospective NATO 
members to facilitate their admission into 
NATO; 

(3) Modifications necessary in NATO’s 
military strategy and force structure re-
quired by the inclusion of new members and 
steps necessary to integrate new members, 
including the role of nuclear and conven-
tional capabilities, reinforcement, force de-
ployments, prepositioning of equipment, mo-
bility, and headquarter locations; 

(4) The relationship between NATO en-
largement and transatlantic stability and se-
curity; 
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(5) The state of military preparedness and 

interoperability of Central and Eastern Eu-
ropean nations as it relates to the respon-
sibilities of NATO membership and addi-
tional security costs or benefits that may ac-
crue to the United States from NATO en-
largement; 

(6) The state of democracy and free market 
development as it affects the preparedness of 
Central and Eastern European nations for 
the responsibilities of NATO membership, in-
cluding civilian control of the military, the 
rule of law, human rights, and parliamentary 
oversight; 

(7) The state of relations between prospec-
tive NATO members and their neighbors, 
steps taken by prospective members to re-
duce tensions, and mechanisms for the 
peaceful resolution of border disputes; 

(8) The commitment of prospective NATO 
members to the principles of the North At-
lantic Treaty and the security of the North 
Atlantic area; 

(9) The effect of NATO enlargement on the 
political, economic and security conditions 
of European Partnership for Peace nations 
not among the first new NATO members; 

(10) The relationship between NATO en-
largement and EU enlargement and the costs 
and benefits of both; 

(11) The relationship between NATO en-
largement and treaties relevant to U.S. and 
European security, such as the Conventional 
Armed Forces in Europe Treaty; and 

(12) The anticipated impact both of NATO 
enlargement and further delays of NATO en-
largement on Russian foreign and defense 
policies and the costs and benefits of a secu-
rity relationship between NATO and Russia. 

(b) INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT.—Not later 
than 15 days after enactment of this Act, the 
Majority Leader of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 
shall appoint a chairman and two other 
members and the Minority Leaders of the 
Senate and House of Representatives shall 
appoint two members to serve on a bipar-
tisan review group of non-governmental ex-
perts to conduct an independent assessment 
of NATO enlargement, including a com-
prehensive review of the issues in (a) 1 
through 12 above. The report of the review 
group shall be completed no later than De-
cember 1, 1996. The Secretary of Defense 
shall furnish the review group administra-
tive and support services requested by the 
review group. The expenses of the review 
group shall be paid out of funds available for 
the payment of similar expenses incurred by 
the Department of Defense, 

(c) Nothing in this section should be inter-
preted or construed to affect the implemen-
tation of the NATO Participation Act of 1994, 
as amended (P.L. 103–447), or any other pro-
gram or activity which facilitates or assists 
prospective NATO members. 

JEFFORDS (AND PELL) 
AMENDMENT NO 4417 

Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself and Mr. 
PELL) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 4112 proposed by Mr. 
FORD to the bill, S. 1745, supra; as fol-
lows: 

On page 1, strike line 6 through line 2 on 
page 2, and insert the following: 7703(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘2000 and such number 
equals or exceeds 15’’ and inserting ‘‘1000 or 
such number equals or exceeds 10’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘, except that notwith-
standing any other provision of this title the 
Secretary shall not make a payment com-
puted under this paragraph for a child de-
scribed in subparagraph (F) or (G) or para-
graph (1) who is associated with Federal 

property used for Department of Defense ac-
tivities unless funds for such payment are 
made available to the Secretary from funds 
available to the Secretary of Defense’’ before 
the period. 

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 4418 

Mr. WARNER (for Mr. STEVENS) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1745, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title subtitle F of title X, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1072. FACILITY FOR MILITARY DEPENDENT 

CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES, 
LACKLAND AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS. 

(a) FUNDING.—Of the amounts authorized 
to be appropriated by this Act for the De-
partment of the Air Force, $2,000,000 may be 
available for the construction at Lackland 
Air Force Base, Texas, of a facility (and sup-
porting infrastructure) to provide com-
prehensive care and rehabilitation services 
to children with disabilities who are depend-
ents of members of the Armed Forces. 

(b) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—Subject to sub-
section (c), the Secretary of the Air Force 
may grant the funds available under sub-
section (a) to the Children’s Association for 
Maximum Potential (CAMP) for use by the 
association to defray the costs of designing 
and constructing the facility referred to in 
subsection (a). 

(c) LEASE OF FACILITY.—The Secretary 
may not make a grant of funds under sub-
section (b) until the Secretary and the asso-
ciation enter into an agreement under which 
the Secretary leases to the association the 
facility to be constructed using the funds. 

(2)(A) The term of the lease under para-
graph (1) may not be less than 25 years. 

(B) As consideration for the lease of the fa-
cility, the association shall assume responsi-
bility for the operation and maintenance of 
the facility, including the costs of such oper-
ation and maintenance. 

(3) The Secretary may require such addi-
tional terms and conditions in connection 
with the lease as the Secretary considers ap-
propriate to protect the interests of the 
United States. 

FORD (AND BROWN) AMENDMENT 
NO. 4419 

Mr. FORD (for himself and Mr. 
BROWN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill, S. 1745, supra; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title I, add the 
following: 
SEC. 113. DEMILITARIZATION OF ASSEMBLED 

CHEMICAL MUNITIONS. 
(a) PILOT PROGRAM.—The Secretary of De-

fense shall conduct a pilot program to iden-
tify and demonstrate feasible alternatives to 
incineration for the demilitarization of as-
sembled chemical munitions. 

(b) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—(1) The Sec-
retary of Defense shall designate an execu-
tive agent to carry out the pilot program re-
quired to be conducted under subsection (a). 

(2) The executive agent shall— 
(A) be an officer or executive of the United 

States Government; 
(B) be accountable to the Secretary of De-

fense; and 
(C) not be, or have been, in direct or imme-

diate control of the chemical weapon stock-
pile demilitarization program established by 
1412 of the Department of Defense Authoriza-
tion Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C. 1521) or the alter-
native disposal process program carried out 
under sections 174 and 175 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal year 1993 
(Public Law 102–484; 50 U.S.C. 1521 note). 

(3) The executive agent may— 

(A) carry out the pilot program directly; 
(B) enter into a contract with a private en-

tity to carry out the pilot program; or 
(C) transfer funds to another department 

or agency of the Federal Government in 
order to provide for such department or 
agency to carry out the pilot program. 

(4) A department or agency that carries 
out the pilot program under paragraph (3)(C) 
may not, for purposes of the pilot program, 
contract with or competitively select the or-
ganization within the Army that exercises 
direct or immediate management control 
over either program referred to in paragraph 
(2)(C). 

(5) The pilot program shall terminate not 
later than September 30, 2000. 

(c) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than De-
cember 15 of each year in which the Sec-
retary carries out the pilot program, the 
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report 
on the activities under the pilot program 
during the preceding fiscal year. 

(d) EVALUATION AND REPORT.—Not later 
than December 31, 2000, the Secretary of De-
fense shall— 

(1) evaluate each demilitarization alter-
native identified and demonstrated under the 
pilot program to determine whether that al-
ternative— 

(A) is as safe and cost efficient as inciner-
ation for disposing of assembled chemical 
munitions; and 

(B) meets the requirements of section 1412 
of the Department of Defense Authorization 
Act, 1986; and 

(2) submit to Congress a report containing 
the evaluation. 

(e) LIMITATION ON LONG LEAD CON-
TRACTING.—(1) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law and except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Secretary may not enter 
into any contract for the purchase of long 
lead materials considered to be baseline in-
cineration specific materials for the con-
struction of an incinerator at any site in 
Kentucky or Colorado within one year of the 
date of enactment of this act or, thereafter, 
until the executive agent designated for the 
pilot program submits an application for 
such permits as are necessary under the law 
of the State of Kentucky or the law of the 
State of Colorado, as the case may be, for 
the construction at that site of a plant for 
demilitarization of assembled chemical mu-
nitions by means of an alternative to incin-
eration. 

(2) Provided, however, the Secretary may 
enter into a contract described in paragraph 
(1) beginning 60 days after the date on which 
the Secretary submits to Congress— 

(A) the report required by subsection (d)(2); 
and 

(B) the certification of the executive agent 
that— 

(i) there exists no alternative technology 
as safe and cost efficient as incineration for 
demilitarizing chemical munitions at non- 
bulk sites 

(ii) that can meet the requirements of sec-
tion 1412 of the Department of Defense Au-
thorization Act, 1986. 

(f) ASSEMBLED CHEMICAL MUNITION DE-
FINED.—For the purpose of this section, the 
term ‘‘assembled chemical munition’’ means 
an entire chemical munition, including com-
ponent parts, chemical agent, propellant, 
and explosive. 

(g) FUNDING.—(1) Of the amount authorized 
to be appropriated under section 107, 
$60,000,000 shall be available for the pilot pro-
gram under this section. Such funds may not 
be derived from funds to be made available 
under the chemical demilitarization program 
for the alternative technologies research and 
development program at bulk sites. 

(2) Funds made available for the pilot pro-
gram pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be 
made available to the executive agent for 
use for the pilot program. 
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CONRAD AMENDMENT NO. 4420 

Mr. CONRAD proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title II, insert 
the following: 
SEC. . AIR FORCE NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE 

PLAN. 
(a) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 

of the Senate that— 
(1) the Air Force proposal for a Minuteman 

based national missile defense system is an 
important national missile defense option 
and is worthy of serious consideration; and 

(2) The Secretary of Defense should give 
Air Force national missile defense proposal 
full consideration. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 
the enactment of this act, the Secretary of 
Defense shall provide the Congressional De-
fense Committees a report on the following 
matters in relation to the Air Force Na-
tional Missile Defense Proposal: 

(1) The cost and operational effectiveness 
of a system that could be developed pursuant 
to the Air Forces’ plan. 

(2) The Arms Control implications of such 
system. 

(3) Growth potential to meet future 
threats. 

(4) The Secretary’s recommendation for 
improvements to the Air Force’s plan. 

SARBANES AMENDMENT NO. 4421 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. SARBANES submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill, S. 1745, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of subtitle E of title III, add the 
following: 
SEC. 368. REPORTS ON PROVISION OF CERTAIN 

EMERGENCY SERVICES AT FORT 
MEADE, MARYLAND. 

(a) IMPROVEMENT OF FIRE PROTECTION AND 
EMERGENCY SERVICES.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall submit to Congress the results of 
a study on means of improving the provision 
of fire protection services and emergency 
services at Fort Meade, Maryland, in order 
to meet the requirements of the Department 
of Defense for such services at Fort Meade. 
The study shall address consolidation of the 
services concerned as a means of achieving 
the improvement. 

(b) FACILITY FOR HAZMAT PROTECTION 
SERVICES FOR NSA.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall submit to Congress a re-
port on plans for the construction at Fort 
Meade of a facility adequate to provide fire 
protection services and hazardous materials 
protection services for the National Security 
Agency. The report shall address the funding 
required for the construction of the facility. 

WARNER AMENDMENT NO. 4422 

Mr. WARNER proposed an amend-
ment to amendment No. 4388 proposed 
by Mr. FEINGOLD to the bill, S. 1745, 
supra; as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following: 
SEC. 223. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF F/A–18E/F 

AIRCRAFT PROGRAM. 
(a) REPORT ON PROGRAM.—Not later than 

March 30, 1997, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report on the F/A–18E/F aircraft pro-
gram. 

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report shall 
contain the following: 

(1) A review of the F/A–18E/F aircraft pro-
gram. 

(2) An analysis and estimate of the produc-
tion costs of the program for the total num-
ber of aircraft realistically expected to be 
procured at each of three annual production 
rates as follows: 

(A) 18 aircraft. 
(B) 24 aircraft. 
(C) 36 aircraft. 
(3) A comparison of the costs and benefits 

of the program with the costs and benefits of 
the F/A–18C/D aircraft program taking into 
account the operational combat effective-
ness of the aircraft. 

(c) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS PENDING 
TRANSMITTAL OF REPORT.—No more than 90 
percent of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated by this Act may be obligated or ex-
pended for the procurement of F/A–18E/F air-
craft before the date that is 30 days after the 
date on which the congressional defense 
committees receive the report required 
under subsection (a). 

DOMENICI AMENDMENT NO. 4423 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. DOMENICI) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1745, supra; as follow: 

In section 201(4), strike out ‘‘$9,662,542,000’’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$9,679,542,000’’. 

BUMPERS (AND PRYOR) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4424 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. BUMPERS, for him-
self and Mr. PRYOR) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XXVIII, 
add the following: 
SEC. 2828. LAND CONVEYANCE, PINE BLUFF AR-

SENAL, ARKANSAS. 
(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-

retary of the Army may convey, without 
consideration, to the Economic Development 
Alliance of Jefferson County, Arkansas (in 
this section referred to as the ‘‘Alliance’’), 
all right, title, and interest of the United 
States in and to a parcel of real property, to-
gether with any improvements thereon, con-
sisting of approximately 1,500 acres and com-
prising a portion of the Pine Bluff Arsenal, 
Arkansas. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO CONVEY-
ANCE.—The Secretary may not carry out the 
conveyance of property authorized under 
subsection (a) until— 

(1) the completion by the Secretary of any 
environmental restoration and remediation 
that is required with the respect to the prop-
erty under applicable law; 

(2) the Secretary secures all permits re-
quired under law applicable regarding the 
conduct of the proposed chemical demili-
tarization mission at the arsenal; and 

(3) the Secretary of Defense submits to the 
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate 
and the Committee on National Security of 
the House of Representatives a certification 
that the conveyance will not adversely affect 
the ability of the Departmentof Defense to 
conduct that chemical demilitarization mis-
sion. 

(c) CONDITIONS OF CONVEYANCE.—The con-
veyance authorized under subsection (a) 
shall be subject to the following conditions: 

(1) That the Alliance agree not to carry 
out any activities on the property to be con-
veyed that interfere with the construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of the 
chemical demilitarization facility to be con-
structed at Pine Bluff Arsenal. If the Alli-
ance fails to comply with its agreement in 
(1) the property conveyed under this section, 
all right, title and interest in and to the 
property shall revert to the United States 

and the United States shall have immediate 
right of entry thereon. 

(2) That the property be used during the 25- 
year period beginning on the date of the con-
veyance only as the site of the facility 
known as the ‘‘Bioplex’’, and for activities 
related thereto. 

(d) COSTS OF CONVEYANCE.—The Alliance 
shall be responsible for any costs of the 
Army associated with the conveyance of 
property under this section, including ad-
ministrative costs, the costs of an environ-
mental baseline survey with respect to the 
property, and the cost of any protection 
services required by the Secretary in order 
to secure operations of the chemical demili-
tarization facility from activities on the 
property after the conveyance. 

(e) REVERSIONARY INTERESTS.—If the Sec-
retary determines at any time during the 25- 
year period referred to in subsection (c)(2) 
that the property conveyed under this sec-
tion is not being used in accordance with 
that subsection, all right, title, and interest 
in and to the property shall revert to the 
United States and the United States shall 
have immediate right of entry thereon. 

(f) SALE OF PROPERTY BY ALLIANCE.—If at 
any time during the 25-year period referred 
to in subsection (c)(2) the Alliance sells all 
or a portion of the property conveyed under 
this section, the Alliance shall pay the 
United States an amount equal to the lesser 
of— 

(1) the amount of the sale of the property 
sold; or 

(2) the fair market value of the property 
sold at the time of the sale, excluding the 
value of any improvements to the property 
sold that have been made by the Alliance. 

(g) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact 
acreage and legal description of the property 
conveyed under this section shall be deter-
mined by a survey satisfactory to the Sec-
retary. The cost of the survey shall be borne 
by the Alliance. 

(h) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 
The Secretary may require such additional 
terms and conditions in connection with con-
veyance under this section as the Secretary 
considers appropriate to protect the inter-
ests of the United States. 

KYL AMENDMENT NO. 4425 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. KYL) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 1745, 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title II, add the 
following: 
SEC. 223. SURGICAL STRIKE VEHICLE FOR USE 

AGAINST HARDENED AND DEEPLY 
BURIED TARGETS. 

Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated by section 201(4) for 
counterproliferation support program 
$3,000,000 shall be made available to the Air 
Combat Command for research and develop-
ment into the near-term development of a 
capability to defeat hardened and deeply 
mined targets, including tunnels and deeply 
buried facilities for the production and stor-
age of chemical, biological, and nuclear 
weapons and their delivery systems. 

(1) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as precluding the application of the 
requirements of the Competition in Con-
tracting Act. 

PELL AMENDMENT NO. 4426 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. PELL) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 54, between lines 22 and 23, insert 
the following: 

‘‘(c) NATIONAL COASTAL DATA CENTER.—(1) 
The Secretary of the Navy shall establish a 
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National Coastal Data Center at each of two 
educational institutions that are either well- 
established oceanographic institutes or grad-
uate schools of oceanography. The Secretary 
shall select for the center one institution lo-
cated at or near the east coast of the conti-
nental United States and one institution lo-
cated at or near the west coast of the conti-
nental United States. 

‘‘(2) The purpose of the center is to collect, 
maintain, and make available for research 
and educational purposes information on 
coastal oceanographic phenomena. 

‘‘(3) The Secretary shall complete the es-
tablishment of the National Coastal Data 
Center not later than one year after the date 
of the enactment of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997. 

DOMENICI AMENDMENT NO. 4427 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. DOMENICI) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1745, supra; as follows: 

In section 201(4), strike out ‘‘9,662,542,000’’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$9,682,542,000’’. 

FEINSTEIN (AND BIDEN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4428 

Mr. NUNN (for Mrs. FEINSTEIN, for 
herself and Mr. BIDEN) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . PROHIBITION ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF 

INFORMATION RELATING TO EXPLO-
SIVE MATERIALS FOR A CRIMINAL 
PURPOSE. 

(a) UNLAWFUL CONDUCT.—Section 842 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(l) It shall be unlawful for any person to 
teach or demonstrate the making of explo-
sive materials, or to distribute by any means 
information pertaining to, in whole or in 
part, the manufacture of explosive mate-
rials, if the person intends or knows, that 
such explosive materials or information will 
be used for, or in furtherance of, an activity 
that constitutes a Federal criminal offense 
or a criminal purpose affecting interstate 
commerce.’’. 

(b) PENALTY.—Section 844(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(a) Any person’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘(a)(1) Any person’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) Any person who violates subsection (l) 

of section 842 of this chapter shall be fined 
under this title, imprisoned not more than 20 
years, or both.’’. 

SHELBY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4429 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. SHELBY, for 
himself, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. BRYAN, 
Mr. DODD, and Mr. GRAMM) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in bill add the fol-
lowing new section: 
SEC. . EXEMPTION FOR SAVINGS INSTITUTIONS 

SERVING MILITARY PERSONNEL. 
Section 10(m)(3)(F) of the Home Owners’ 

Loan Act (12 U.S.C. 1467a(m)(3)(F)) is amend-
ed to read as follows: 

‘‘(F) EXEMPTION FOR SPECIALIZED SAVINGS 
ASSOCIATIONS SERVING CERTAIN MILITARY PER-
SONNEL.—Subparagraph (A) does not apply to 
a savings association subsidiary of a savings 
and loan holding company if not less than 90 

percent of the customers of the savings and 
loan holding company and the subsidiaries 
and affiliates of such company are active or 
former officers in the United States military 
services or the widows, widowers, divorced 
spouses, or current or former dependents of 
such officers.’’. 

JOHNSTON AMENDMENT NO. 4430 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. JOHNSTON) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1745, supra; as follows: 

On page 410, line 5, strike ‘‘$2,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$5,000,000’’. 

On page 410, line 10, strike ‘‘$2,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$5,000,000’’. 

On page 410, before line 14, add the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(c) STUDY ON PERMANENT AUTHORIZATION 
FOR GENERAL PLANT PROJECTS.—Not later 
than February 1, 1997, the Secretary of En-
ergy shall report to the appropriate congres-
sional committees on the need for, and desir-
ability of, a permanent authoirzation for-
mula for defense and civilian general plant 
projects in the Department of Energy that 
includes periodic adjustments for inflation, 
including any legislative recommendations 
to enact such formula into permanent law. 
The report of the Secretary shall describe ac-
tions that would be taken by the Depart-
ment to provide for cost control of general 
plant projects, taking into account the size 
and nature of such projects.’’ 

On page 413, line 25, strike ‘‘$2,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$5,000,000’’. 

HEFLIN (AND SHELBY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4431 

Mr. NUNN (for Mr. HEFLIN, for him-
self and Mr. SHELBY) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1745, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title IX add the 
following: 
SEC. 907. ACTIONS TO LIMIT ADVERSE EFFECTS 

OF ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL 
MISSILE DEFENSE JOINT PROGRAM 
OFFICE ON PRIVATE SECTOR EM-
PLOYMENT. 

The Director of the Ballistic Missile De-
fense Organization shall take such actions as 
are necessary in connection with the estab-
lishment of the National Missile Defense 
Joint Program Office to ensure that the es-
tablishment and execution of the new man-
agement structure will not include any 
planned reductions in Federal Government 
employees, or Federal Government contrac-
tors, supporting the national missile defense 
development program at any particular loca-
tion outside the National Capitol Region (as 
defined in section 2674(f)(2) of Title 10, 
United States Code). 

LOTT AMENDMENT NO. 4432 

Mr. MCCAIN (for Mr. LOTT) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 1745, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . OCEANOGRAPHIC SHIP OPERATIONS AND 

DATA ANALYSIS. 
(a) Of the funds provided by Section 301(2), 

an additional $6,200,000 may be authorized for 
the reduction, storage, modeling and conver-
sion of oceanographic data for use by the 
Navy, consistent with Navy’s requirements. 

(b) Such funds identified in (a) shall be in 
addition to such amounts already provided 
for this purpose in the budget request. 

THURMOND AMENDMENT NO. 4433 

Mr. LOTT (for Mr. THURMOND) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1745, supra; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title II, add the 
following: 
SEC 237. EXTENSION OF PROHIBITION ON USE OF 

FUNDS TO IMPLEMENT AN INTER-
NATIONAL AGREEMENT CON-
CERNING THEATER MISSILE DE-
FENSE SYSTEMS. 

Section 235(c) of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (Public 
Law 104–106; 110 Stat. 232) is amended in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1) by inserting 
‘‘or 1997’’ after ‘‘fiscal year 1996’’. 

f 

THE MOLLIE BEATTIE ALASKA 
WILDERNESS AREA ACT 

MURKOWSKI (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4434 

Mr. NICKLES (for Mr. MURKOWSKI, 
for himself, Mr. JEFFORDS, and Mr. 
GRAHAM) proposed an amendment to 
the bill (S. 1899) entitled the ‘‘Mollie 
Beattie Alaska Wilderness Area Act’’; 
as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

‘‘Section 702(3) of Public Law 96–487 is 
amended by striking ‘Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge Wilderness’ and inserting ‘Mollie 
Beattie Wilderness’. The Secretary of the In-
terior is authorized to place a monument in 
honor of Mollie Beattie’s contributions to 
fish, wildlife, and waterfowl conservation 
and management at a suitable location that 
he designates within the Mollie Beattie Wil-
derness.’’ 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEE TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Friday, June 28, 1996, at 9 a.m. 
to hold a hearing on White House ac-
cess to FBI summaries. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

REMEMBERING SGT. MICHAEL SEAN SMITH 

∑ Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
rise today to take a few minutes to re-
member an American soldier who lost 
his life while serving his country. This 
remembrance is appropriate given the 
Senate’s consideration of the Depart-
ment of Defense authorization bill this 
week. This bill sets priorities for de-
fense spending over the course of the 
next fiscal year. Frequently, this an-
nual debate becomes bogged down in a 
discussion of weapons systems and de-
fense contracts. Seemingly lost in this 
debate are the very men and women 
who serve in our Armed Forces; sol-
diers like U.S. Army Sgt. Michael Sean 
Smith who have sacrificed their lives 
in the line of duty. 

Mr. President I rise to pay tribute to 
Sergeant Smith. Sergeant Smith died 
March 12, 1991, while serving his coun-
try in the Persian Gulf war. Sergeant 
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Smith is survived by his wife Carmen, 
two children, and nine siblings, and is 
remembered fondly as a unique, friend-
ly, and loving individual. As a medic 
with the 36th Medical Detachment, he 
faithfully served the United States 
with honor and integrity. Sergeant 
Smith’s death represents a great loss, 
not only to his loved ones, but also to 
this Nation. It is through his ultimate 
sacrifice that we may all gain strength 
to be steadfast in our commitment, 
conviction, and dedication to our coun-
try as individual citizens, service men 
and women, and even members of the 
U.S. Senate. 

It is with solemn respect that I ask 
my colleagues to remember a fallen 
hero—Sgt. Michael Sean Smith. 

Thank you, Mr. President.∑ 

f 

ARGONNE NATIONAL LABORATORY 

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank the great State of New 
York and IBM Corp. for sending to Illi-
nois the distinguished scientist and re-
search executive, Dr. Dean Eastman, 
who on July 15 becomes director of Ar-
gonne National Laboratory near Chi-
cago. 

As an essential part of this Nation’s 
science and technology research estab-
lishment, Argonne long has been a 
world-class research center. It is one of 
the Nation’s nine multiple program na-
tional laboratories, and the only one in 
the Midwest. 

Dr. Eastman comes to Argonne at an 
especially challenging time for Amer-
ica’s science community. As we ap-
proach the 21st Century, a time when 
this Nation and the world will increas-
ingly rely upon technological break-
throughs by a dynamic and highly mo-
tivated scientific research establish-
ment, not all of our citizens realize 
how vital such research is to the pres-
ervation and enhancement of our qual-
ity of life. Leaders of our scientific 
community today must therefore be 
persuasive educators, as well as effi-
cient managers and talented scientists. 

Fortunately for Argonne, for Illinois, 
and for the Nation, Dr. Eastman’s 
record suggests he is more than equal 
to this challenge. He is a world-re-
nowned expert on the electronic prop-
erties of materials and spectroscopy. 
Prior to his current position as vice 
president of technical strategy and de-
velopment re-engineering with the IBM 
server group, he also served as IBM di-
rector of hardware development re-en-
gineering at IBM’s research division. In 
addition, he has been involved in many 
national science and engineering policy 
and advisory activities. 

Dr. Eastman is a member of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, the Na-
tional Academy of Engineering and the 
American Academy of Arts and 
Sciences. He was made an IBM Fellow 
in 1974 and received the Oliver E. Buck-
ley Prize in 1980. 

Mr. President, I welcome him and his 
family to Illinois, and wish him the 
very best as he undertakes the impor-

tant national mission now in his 
charge.∑ 

f 

MEADOWWOOD SPRINGS SPEECH 
AND HEARING CAMP 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to share with the Senate infor-
mation about a very special facility in 
Oregon that I believe serves as a model 
for the nation. 

Meadowwood Springs Speech and 
Hearing Camp was established in 1964 
through the initiative of four Univer-
sity of Oregon students. These students 
saw the need for a speech and hearing 
development camp in the Pacific 
Northwest. They selected a secluded 
site in the Blue Mountains of North-
eastern Oregon and established a camp 
for some of the most special children in 
our society—those with speech and 
hearing difficulties. 

Only 15 children attended the camp’s 
first session over 30 years ago. Today, 
the camp boasts over 100 student par-
ticipants annually. There are now over 
40 buildings on 143 acres in this beau-
tiful forest setting. The buildings in-
clude cabins, an infirmary, a dinning 
hall, a store, a multipurpose building, 
and a swimming pool. 

Children come to Meadowwood in 
order to improve their speech and hear-
ing skills. The caring and loving envi-
ronment at Meadowwood allows these 
children to develop skills at a signifi-
cantly accelerated rate. In some cases, 
a child at Meadowwood may learn as 
much in a 2-week period as they may 
have learned in a span of 6 months in a 
traditional school setting. 

The staff members at Meadowwood 
are a group of highly motivated and 
caring individuals. Many have special-
ized educational backgrounds in speech 
pathology and or audiology from ac-
claimed schools throughout the coun-
try. These devoted staff members are 
often drawn from local communities. 
In recent years, the staff-to-child ratio 
has been approximately 1-to-1. It is the 
care and commitment of the staff that 
make this unique facility what it is. 
They ensure that the children develop 
in a loving and nurturing environment. 

I want to share with my colleagues 
one of the most remarkable elements 
of this venture—it receives no Federal 
funding. Meadowwood is a non-profit 
organization. It is funded through the 
generous donations of the Oregon Elks 
Association and individual contribu-
tions. In addition to financial contribu-
tions, Meadowwood also receives the 
very valuable gift of time from the 
many Oregonians who volunteer there. 

The Oregon Elks Association and the 
other Oregonians deserve our highest 
praise. They have donated their time, 
money, and attention to Meadowwood 
and have made it a success. It is a 
place filled with growth and with the 
laughter of very special children. 
Meadowwood is a unique miracle. 

As public officials, we must never 
lose sight of the human face that is be-
hind nearly every issue we confront in 

this chamber. For this country to ad-
vance and become more prosperous in 
the future, we must place our highest 
priority on the needs of our children. I 
have reviewed many programs during 
my decades of public service. Few are 
better examples of the high commit-
ment we must place on our children 
than the fine program at 
Meadowwood.∑ 

f 

HATTIE CARAWAY PORTRAIT 
∑ Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I wish to 
pay a special tribute to a very impor-
tant figure in the State of Arkansas 
and in the U.S. Senate. This past Mon-
day, many Arkansans, congressional 
staffers, members of the Arkansas 
State Society, representatives from the 
U.S. Senate and Capitol historical of-
fices, and a few of my fellow colleagues 
gathered just outside this Chamber for 
a ceremony honoring this distinguished 
American. We gathered to unveil the 
newest portrait being added to the Sen-
ate art collection—a portrait of the 
first woman ever elected to the U.S. 
Senate. 

Mr. President, Hattie Caraway came 
to this distinguished body on Novem-
ber 13, 1931, following the death of her 
husband, Senator Thaddeus Caraway. A 
gubanatorial appointment and a spe-
cial election allowed Senator Caraway 
to complete the remaining year of her 
husband’s term. She then decided to do 
what no woman had done before her— 
win a seat in the U.S. Senate in her 
own right. 

In the election year of 1932, Hattie 
Caraway, with the staunch support of 
Senator Huey P. Long of Louisiana, 
made her bid to hold her seat in this 
body. Hattie Caraway and Huey Long 
traveled across the State of Arkansas 
winning support and winning votes. 
This fascinating team spoke in over 35 
communities during the first week of 
August 1931. Hattie Caraway won that 
election and became the first woman 
popularly elected to the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. President, Senator Caraway, at 
first, spoke so infrequently that she be-
came know as Silent Hattie. As she 
grew more accustomed to her new role, 
she emerged as a strong supporter of 
the New Deal legislation. She even had 
the honor of seconding the nomination 
of President Franklin Roosevelt at the 
1936 Democratic National Convention. 
Hattie Caraway also served as the first 
woman to preside over the Senate— 
May 9, 1932—and the first to chair a 
Senate committee. Silent Hattie 
emerged as a respected and honored 
Member of this body. 

Senator Caraway was re-elected in 
1938 and went on to champion legisla-
tion important in the history of our 
country—most notably, she cospon-
sored the equal rights amendment in 
1943. She served until the Democratic 
primary of 1944, when she was defeated 
by another political hero from Arkan-
sas, J. William Fulbright, thus ending 
a historical career in the Senate. 

Mr. President, Hattie Caraway has 
her place in history, and now she has 
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her place in the U.S. Capitol. She 
watches over the main Senate hallway, 
just outside these doors. This portrait 
shows Senator Caraway dressed in her 
customary color of black, a sign of 
mourning for her husband. She is pic-
tured in front of a map of the great 
State of Arkansas. The portrait is hung 
across from Senator Joe T. Robinson— 
a fellow Arkansan. 

It has been my pleasure, Mr. Presi-
dent, to have the opportunity to help 
in the completion of this project. My 
good friend and colleague, Senator 
BUMPERS, along with his wife, Betty, as 
well as my wife, Barbara, who were 
both honorary cochairs, have all been 
involved in the selection of the Hattie 
Caraway Portrait Committee and com-
pletion of the portrait project. Senator 
BUMPERS and I were proud to appoint 
Mary Ellen Jesson of Fort Smith to 
chair the committee, which was made 
up of many fine and outstanding Ar-
kansans, including Diane Alderson, 
Diane Blair, Cassie Brothers, the Hon-
orable Irma Hunter Brown, Meredith 
Catlett, Gwen Cupp, Ann Dawson, 
Dorine Deacon, Mimi Dortch, Jac-
queline Douglas, Lib Dunklin, Judy 
Gaddy, Jane Huffman, Dr. Charlotte 
Jones, Chloe Kirksey, Karen Lackey, 
Bev Lindsey, Donna Kay Matteson, 
Susan Mayes, Clarice Miller, Betty 
Mitchell, Julia Mobley, Nancy Monroe, 
Sylvia Prewitt, Billie Rutherford, Irene 
Samuel, and Helen Walton. 

Mr. President, I would like to thank 
the Senate Commission on Art, in par-
ticular Kelly Johnston, who serves as 
both the executive secretary of this 
commission and as Secretary of the 
Senate, Howard Greene, the Senate 
Sergeant at Arms, and Diane Skvarla, 
Senate Curator, for all of their hard 
work and advice that they so freely 
gave. I would also like to acknowledge 
Melinda Smith, Senate Registrar, Dick 
Baker, Senate Historian, and Jo 
Quatannens, Assistant Senate Histo-
rian for their dedication to this 
project. 

J.O. Buckley, an artist from Little 
Rock, was chosen by the members of 
the U.S. Senate Commission on Art to 
paint the portrait of Senator Caraway. 
He was chosen, Mr. President, from a 
group of outstanding Arkansas artists 
to add this piece of history to the U.S. 
Capitol. We are so pleased with the re-
sults and congratulate J.O. Buckley on 
his marvelous work. 

We gathered here Monday night and 
had the privilege of hearing Prof. Diane 
Blair and Dr. David Malone praise the 
outstanding career of Senator Cara-
way. We also had the privilege to be 
joined by my distinguished colleagues 
Senator STROM THURMOND and Senator 
NANCY KASSEBAUM, both of whom spoke 
about Hattie’s historical and inspira-
tional presence in this body. 

Mr. President, I, as an American, an 
Arkansan, and a U.S. Senator, am 
proud to stand here today to pay trib-
ute to Hattie Caraway—a woman dedi-
cated to serving the citizens of my 
home State and this great country of 
ours.∑ 

INDIANAPOLIS ATHLETIC CLUB 
SPORTS FOUNDATION BREAKFAST 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the Indi-
anapolis Indians professional baseball 
team has been an important institu-
tion in my life from the time that my 
dad, Marvin Lugar, took me to Indians’ 
games in the 1940s. Those of us in Indi-
ana who revere the Indianapolis Indi-
ans will celebrate two significant 
events in July when the final Indians’ 
game is played at Bush Stadium on 
July 3 and the opening game at the 
new Victory Field takes place on July 
11. 

I thank the Indianapolis Athletic 
Club Sports Foundation for honoring 
the Indianapolis Indians at a breakfast 
on July 2, a great opportunity to as-
semble so many of the renowned Indi-
ans players that are still alive and ac-
tive in support of baseball in our State. 

The Indianapolis Athletic Club 
Sports Foundation has performed a 
vital role in bringing together and rec-
ognizing the important contributions 
to the Indianapolis community of the 
Indianapolis Indians and bringing to-
gether the people and much of the his-
tory that has meant so much to our 
community. 

I can remember vividly, a home run 
hit by third baseman Joe Bestudik, the 
first time I had ever seen a baseball hit 
over the wall of a baseball park. 

I can remember the thrill of attend-
ing baseball clinics given by profes-
sional players that allowed us to run 
the bases and gain some idea of the di-
mensions of the stadium. 

One of my closest friends at 
Shortridge High School, Max 
Schumacher, was captain of our high 
school’s baseball team. Following his 
graduation from Butler University in 
Indianapolis, Max joined the Indianap-
olis Indians’ organization as ticket 
manager, became president in 1969, and 
has presided over one of the truly out-
standing success stories of minor 
league baseball in America. 

I congratulate Max, the remarkable 
board of directors he has assembled 
over the years, the Indian Hall of Fame 
members, and hundreds of thousands of 
baseball fans who have made the Indi-
anapolis Indians such a remarkable pil-
lar of strength. 

At the time that I was elected mayor 
of Indianapolis in 1967, I gained a much 
better insight of how much the Indians 
mean to our city when so many civic 
leaders came to me and asked that the 
city of Indianapolis take over the ball-
park and provide the funds for proper 
restoration and maintenance. It was a 
personal thrill to see the stature of the 
stadium rise again and a personal chal-
lenge each year to throw the first ball 
of the season from the pitcher’s mound 
with hopes that it would not fly over 
the catcher’s head or into the dirt. 

Along with a large majority of Indi-
ans’ fans, I will deeply miss the cool 
breezes and the great view of the city 
skyline that were a part of the summer 
evening at Bush Stadium, but I look 
forward to remarkable new opportuni-

ties for enjoyment of the Indianapolis 
Indians at a new stadium in the heart 
of a vital inner city of Indianapolis. 

I thank all Hoosiers who are endeav-
oring to make both celebrations an im-
portant part of our Hoosier historical 
heritage.∑ 

f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO ANDY 
ASPIN, MINNESOTA POLICE OFFI-
CER 

∑ Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise to extend my heartiest congratula-
tions to Andy Aspin, who has been 
named Minnesota Police Officer of the 
Year. A member of the Minneapolis Po-
lice Department, Fifth Precinct, Offi-
cer Aspin is a most deserving recipient 
of this high honor. 

Throughout his career, Andy has 
shown admirable commitment and 
dedication to serving the police force 
and the entire Minneapolis community. 
He is especially worthy of this distinc-
tion because of the courage and con-
fidence he exhibited in the August 22, 
1995, pursuit of an armed murder sus-
pect. Risking his life, he served his 
community above and beyond the call 
of duty. 

As a strong supporter of the law en-
forcement community, I am always 
gratified when a police officer receives 
such richly deserved accolades. Too 
often, our society focuses its attention 
and acclaim on the famous and the in-
famous. Rarely do we notice the role 
models among us; the everyday heroes 
who give so much and receive so little 
in return. 

Andy’s fine work serves as a re-
minder of the goals to which we should 
all aspire: to serve others, to strength-
en our communities, to live and work 
with honor and dignity and to help oth-
ers to do the same. 

It is a privilege for me to recognize 
this outstanding law enforcement offi-
cer who has protected in an exemplary 
manner the lives and property of the 
citizens of Minneapolis. Officer Aspin 
is truly a role model for our children, a 
source of pride for all Minnesotans, and 
a hero to all Americans.∑ 

f 

COMMEMORATING THE ST. 
DOMINIC REGIONAL HIGH 
SCHOOL STUDENTS 

∑ Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise to 
recognize and congratulate 13 very spe-
cial students from St. Dominic Re-
gional High School in Lewiston, ME, 
whose team won honorable mention as 
a top-10 finalist in the ‘‘We the People 
* * * the Citizen and the Constitution’’ 
competition. Adam Feldman, Jay 
Fournier, Catherine Fredricks- 
Rehagen, Monique Gagnon, Nathan 
Hall, Rachel Lawrence, Carrie Luke, 
Jessica Morin, Peter Murray, Kathryn 
Piela, Paul Sheridan, Anne Theriault, 
and Jason Theriault have dem-
onstrated exemplary understanding of 
the fundamental ideals incorporated in 
our Nation’s most precious documents, 
the U.S. Constitution and the Bill of 
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Rights. They, along with their teacher 
Rosanne Ducey, can be very proud of 
their accomplishment. 

The ‘‘We the People * * * the Citizen 
and the Constitution’’ challenge was 
established by the Center for Civic 
Education, which was founded in 1987, 
under the auspices of the Commission 
of the Bicentennial of the U.S. Con-
stitution. The Center for Civic Edu-
cation aims to improve civic education 
in elementary and secondary schools 
by increasing both students’ and teach-
ers’ understanding of our constitu-
tional democracy, and has served over 
20 million American students during 
its 8-year existence. 

The ‘‘We the People * * * The Citizen 
and the Constitution’’ challenge held 
its national finals on April 27–29, where 
the St. Dominic class finished with 
honorable mention. This is a remark-
able accomplishment, considering that 
high schools from throughout America 
are competing in this program. An in-
credible amount of preparation and 
commitment goes with competing in 
this challenge, and the success of these 
13 students from St. Dominic Regional 
High School is a direct reflection on 
their dedication and hard work, as well 
as that of their instructor. 

It is so important that our young 
men and women have a firm under-
standing about the documents upon 
which our Nation was founded, and how 
those documents are as relevant to our 
lives today as they were when they 
were written. Indeed, through this 
challenge, students do so much more 
than simply learn the content of our 
Constitution and Bill of Rights. They 
come to think about the meaning of 
these documents, how they have been 
interpreted over the years, and the 
ways in which they are very much liv-
ing documents which continue to 
evolve even today. As these young peo-
ple grow into adulthood, and the re-
sponsibilities that come with being 
citizens of this great country, they will 
be able to analyze and approach issues 
of the day with a firm understanding of 
the underpinnings of our democracy. 

I am pleased and proud to know that 
these outstanding students from Maine 
will be well prepared for their further 
education, and to be full participants 
in and contributors to their country. 
Again, I congratulate these young 
Mainers and wish them all the best for 
what will certainly be a bright and suc-
cessful future.∑ 

f 

HONORING LUCILLE MAURER 

∑ Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join the citizens of Maryland 
in honoring a distinguished public serv-
ant, and a respected role model, Lucille 
Maurer, who died earlier this month. 

I am proud to have served with Lucy 
Maurer in the Maryland House of Dele-
gates after her appointment in 1969. 
While Lucy was selected to serve the 
people of Montgomery County, her in-
terests and efforts extended far beyond 
parochial concerns, encompassing all 

the citizens of Maryland, especially the 
children. A formula that she was in-
strumental in devising—and in fact 
bears her name—the Lee-Maurer for-
mula, is still used by the State of 
Maryland to determine the amount of 
State educational assistance that each 
county receives, and ensures those ju-
risdictions most in need received the 
state assistance they require to assure 
educational opportunities for all of 
Maryland’s children. 

In addition to her commitment to 
the children of our State, Lucy was 
gifted with a keen grasp of State fi-
nances and budgeting issues which 
served her well as Maryland’s first fe-
male treasurer. Elected to this position 
in 1987 by the State legislature, Lucy 
brought to the treasurer’s office the 
same commitment and competence 
which characterized her service in the 
House of Delegates. 

Throughout her 35-year career in 
public service, as well as in her work 
with organizations such as the PTA 
and the League of Women Voters, Lu-
cille Maurer was a person who effec-
tively brought people together for wor-
thy purposes and with commendable 
results. She was a positive and uni-
fying force in our State and her quiet 
competence and pleasant demeanor 
will be deeply missed. She was a good 
friend and respected colleague in the 
public service, and I would like to take 
this opportunity to extend my deepest 
and heartfelt sympathies to her hus-
band, Ely and her sons, Stephen, Rus-
sell, and Edward. 

Mr. President, in testimony to 
Lucy’s exceptional efforts on behalf of 
the people of Maryland, I ask that the 
following articles from the Baltimore 
Messenger, the Baltimore Sun, and the 
Washington Post, which pay tribute to 
this respected and honored individual 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The articles follow: 
[From the Baltimore Messenger, June 26, 

1996] 
STATE OWES MAURER DEBT OF GRATITUDE 
The death of Lucille Maurer is a sad re-

minder of how far Maryland government has 
come since the days when bankers controlled 
the state treasurer. Or, more accurately, 
when you had to be a banker to become state 
treasurer. 

Partly because of reforms instituted by 
Maurer and the late Billy James, her imme-
diate predecessor as state treasurer, those 
days are gone. 

For decades before they came along, the of-
fice was a fiefdom of Baltimore bankers fa-
vored by the General Assembly. This flowed 
from the quaint practice of letting the House 
and Senate elect the treasurer by joint bal-
lot. Because a delegate’s vote in this process 
is equal to a senator’s vote and because dele-
gates outnumber senators, this is one of the 
few situations in which the House holds the 
upper hand. 

Until 1966, the treasurer’s post paid only 
$2,500 a year but was still one of the most 
prized jobs in Maryland politics. 

The reason? Banks paid little or no inter-
est on the hundreds of millions deposited in 
them by the state, and the treasurer decided 
whose banks got this bonanza. 

He—it was always a man; Maurer was the 
only woman elected to the job in its 221–year 

history—also decided which politicians or 
other insiders got the juicy casualty insur-
ance business on state property—schools, of-
fice buildings, even the State House and the 
governor’s mansion itself. 

One state treasurer insisted that any 
qualified agent could play in this little 
game. When I tried to pry the list of partici-
pants from him to check this, he refused and 
threw me out of his office. There was no free-
dom of information law then, but the game 
began to fall apart when his refusal was re-
ported. An indignant legislator made him 
cough it up. 

This led to more equitable distribution of 
the state insurance business. Then, with 
James and Maurer, came reform of the no-in-
terest bank-deposit system. 

James, a highly respected former Senate 
president, was the first to require that banks 
pay interest on state accounts. Maurer re-
fined the practice to include offsets of some 
banking services in exchange for interest. 
Both ran the office responsibly and never 
confused the banks’ interests with the public 
interest. 

James, and now Maurer, are gone. But be-
cause they abolished an obsolescent, putres-
cent practice, the state owes lasting tribute 
to the memory of both. 

MAURER, 73, DIES OF BRAIN TUMOR 
(By Thomas Waldron and Marina Sarris) 
Lucille Maurer, a suburban Washington 

legislator who championed state aid for Bal-
timore and later became Maryland’s first 
woman treasurer, died yesterday at her 
home in Silver Spring of complications from 
a benign brain tumor. She was 73. 

Mrs. Maurer’s health problems forced her 
to resign as treasurer in January, ending a 
career in public service that spanned more 
than 35 years. 

Friends and elected officials yesterday re-
called a determined and incisive woman who 
brought a personable, optimistic approach to 
politics and life. 

‘‘To me, she’s the model of a public serv-
ant,’’ said state Del. Nancy K. Kopp, a Mont-
gomery Democrat and long-time friend and 
colleague. ‘‘She was intelligent, dedicated 
and willing to go in and fight long, tough 
battles, battles that might last for years.’’ 

‘‘She paved the way for a lot of women in 
politics early on, and she proved that a 
woman can produce as much as any man,’’ 
said Sen. Ida G. Ruben, also of Montgomery 
County Democrat. 

During her 16 years as a legislator, Mrs. 
Maurer was scarcely known outside political 
circles. But inside the State House, she was 
respected for her keen understanding of state 
finances and her statewide perspective on 
budget issues. 

Mrs. Maurer was widely appreciated 
around the capital for her work crafting the 
complicated formula that has been used for 
two decades to determine the amount of 
state education aid each county receives—a 
formula known as Lee-Maurer, for Mrs. 
Maurer and former acting Gov. Blair Lee III. 

Under the formula, the richer a county 
was, the less state aid it received, which ben-
efited poorer areas such as Baltimore City. 

While her concern for other jurisdictions 
won her acclaim in Annapolis, it did not al-
ways impress the people back home. Her 
aversion to parochialism helped cost her a 
Senate seat in 1986. 

In 1987, the legislature elected her to the 
job of treasurer, where she oversaw state in-
vestments and the sale of state bonds. 

As treasurer, Mrs. Maurer also was the 
first woman to sit on the Maryland Board of 
Public Works, the three-member panel that 
approves all major state contracts. 

As a board member, she expressed herself 
firmly yet quietly, at least compared with 
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her more outspoken and colorful colleagues, 
former Gov. William Donald Schaefer and 
Comptroller Louis L. Goldstein. 

‘‘She was a woman of passion, ability and 
intelligence,’’ said Mr. Goldstein. ‘‘She held 
her own while we had some very unusual dis-
cussions back in the governor’s private of-
fice.’’ 

Gov. Parris N. Glendening said, ‘‘Through 
persistence, professionalism and quiet per-
suasion, she epitomized the art of good gov-
ernment and good politics.’’ 

The former Lucille Darvin was born in New 
York City in 1922 and grew up in Rockland 
County, north of the city. 

She received a degree in economics from 
the Women’s College of the University of 
North Carolina. After working as an econo-
mist with the U.S. Tariff Commission, she 
received a master’s degree from Yale Univer-
sity in 1945. 

She moved to Montgomery County in 1950 
and became active in community groups, 
particularly the League of Women Voters. 
That led to two terms on the county school 
board from 1960 to 1968. 

In 1969, she was appointed to fill a vacancy 
in the House of Delegates representing a sub-
urban district that took in parts of Wheaton 
and Silver Spring. 

At that time, Mrs. Maurer was one of only 
a handful of women in the legislature. She 
won re-election to four four-year terms in 
the House. 

As a legislator, Mrs. Maurer took on issues 
of concern to many mothers. bills to regu-
late public swimming pools and camps for 
children, for instance, and to strengthen 
laws on child abuse. 

Colleagues recalled that she did her home-
work on the issues, took unwavering posi-
tions but remained cordial and diplomatic 
with her opponents. 

‘‘She never made a public display of a con-
frontation, but she let you know personally 
how she felt, in a quiet way,’’ Mrs. Ruben 
said. 

The Evening Sun wrote in a 1975 editorial, 
‘‘Without the rancorous or strident tones too 
often heard on the subject, she has been a 
persuasive, constructive leader in the move-
ment for women’s rights.’’ 

Her career came to a crossroads in a hard- 
fought campaign for the state Senate in 1986. 
Her opponent, Idamae Garrott, accused her 
of caring too little about Montgomery Coun-
ty and worrying too much about the finan-
cial needs of Baltimore. 

Senator Garrott’s message resonated at 
home. ‘‘Montgomery County was feeling the 
pinch,’’ Senator Ruben said. ‘‘Taxes were ris-
ing and people felt they were not getting the 
services they thought they should.’’ 

Mrs. Maurer lost, but rebounded quickly 
when the General Assembly elected her 
treasurer in early 1987. 

A private burial is planned in Rockland 
County, N.Y. A memorial service will be held 
later in Maryland. 

Mrs. Maurer is survived by her husband of 
51 years, Ely Maurer, an assistant legal ad-
viser in the U.S. State Department; three 
sons, Stephen Maurer of Swarthmore, Pa., 
Russell Maurer of Pepper Pike, Ohio, and Ed-
ward Maurer of Lido Beach, N.Y.; and seven 
grandchildren. 

[From the Washington Post, June 22, 1996] 
LUCILLE MAURER 

For as long as anyone can remember, 
Montgomery County has been a wellspring of 
civic and public service, famed for its con-
centration of highly informed, superactive 
citizens who revel in pursuing the essentials 
of good local government. Out of this grass- 
roots tradition and on to the high office of 
state treasurer came Lucille Maurer, an 

able, knowledgeable and beloved servant of 
her fellow Marylanders. Mrs. Maurer, who 
died this week at the age of 73, rose to rec-
ognition along the classic civic-path—from 
PTA to the League of Women Voters, two 
terms on the county school board, 18 years in 
the Maryland state legislature and nine 
years as treasurer until her resignation for 
health reasons last January. 

Never one to seek the spotlight, Mrs. 
Maurer won attention and respect for her 
hard work, fairness and gentle approach to 
political solutions. Early on, her keen sense 
of local and state finances won her acclaim 
and additional responsibilities. If there was 
any quarrel with her performance in Annap-
olis, it came from those in her county who 
did not appreciate one of her greatest 
strengths: the times when she would forsake 
parochialism in the interest of statewide 
concerns. She believed that the health of the 
state as a whole was in the interests of her 
constituents—and worked to that end on 
funding formulas aimed at helping those 
areas most in need, and especially Mary-
land’s poorest children. 

When she became the state’s first female 
treasurer and the highest-ranking state offi-
cial from the Washington suburbs. Mrs. 
Maurer transformed the office, ending old- 
fashioned bookkeeping techniques, consoli-
dating operations and selling off much of the 
state’s stock portfolio before a downtown in 
the market. It was this blend of hard-nosed 
decision-making and personal congeniality 
that endeared Lucy Maurer to those with 
whom she worked as well as the many more 
whom she served with dedication, integrity 
and fondness.∑ 

f 

BURLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
TRANSFER ACT 

∑ Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, last 
evening I introduced S. 1921, a bill to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to transfer certain facilities at the 
Minidoka project to the Burley Irriga-
tion District. The introduction of this 
legislation results from a hearing I 
held in the Senate Energy Committee 
on May 23, 1995, on S. 620, a generic bill 
to transfer reclamation facilities. At 
that hearing, it became obvious a gen-
eral transfer bill would not work; each 
reclamation project has unique quali-
ties, and projects should be addressed 
individually or in distinct groupings. S. 
1291 addresses one specific project in 
Idaho. 

The Reclamation Act of 1902 was part 
of the history of Federal public land 
laws designed to transfer lands out of 
Federal ownership and settle this Na-
tion. The origins of that policy predate 
the Constitution and derive from the 
early debates that led to the Northwest 
Ordinance of 1787. The particular needs 
and circumstances of the arid and 
semiarid lands west of the 100th merid-
ian led to various proposals to reclaim 
the lands, including the Desert Land 
Act and the Carey Act. In his State of 
the Union Message of 1901, President 
Theodore Roosevelt finally called for 
the Federal Government to intervene 
to develop the reservoirs and works 
necessary to accomplish such irriga-
tion. The reclamation program was 
enormously successful. It grew from 
the irrigation program contemplated 
by one President Roosevelt to the mas-

sive works constructed four decades 
later by the second President Roo-
sevelt. For those of us in the North-
west, there is a very personal meaning 
to a line from Woody Guthrie’s song 
about the Columbia that goes: ‘‘Your 
power is turning our darkness to dawn, 
so roll on Columbia, roll on.’’ 

If what is known now had been 
known then, some projects may have 
been constructed differently. However, 
that is not the question we have before 
us. The central question is whether and 
to what extent the Federal Govern-
ment should seek to transfer the title 
and responsibility for these projects. 
Has the Federal mission been accom-
plished? 

As I noted in my introductory state-
ment to S. 620, the best transfer case 
would be the single purpose irrigation 
or municipal and industrial [M&I] sys-
tem that is fully repaid, operation has 
long since been transferred, and the 
water rights are held privately. That is 
the case with the Burley Irrigation 
District transfer. 

The transfer of title is not a new 
idea. Authority to transfer title to the 
All American Canal is contained in sec-
tion 7 of the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act of 1928. General authority is con-
tained in the 1955 Distribution Systems 
Loan Act. Recently, Congress passed 
legislation dealing with Elephant 
Butte and Vermejo. 

The Burley Irrigation District is part 
of the Minidoka project that was built 
under the authorization of the 1902 
Reclamation Act. By a contract exe-
cuted in 1926, the district assumed the 
operation and maintenance of the sys-
tem. 

All construction contracts and costs 
for the canals system, pumping plants, 
power house, transmission lines, and 
houses have been paid in full. Con-
tracts for storage space at Minidoka 
Dam, Jackson Dam, American Falls, 
and Palisades have been paid in full, 
along with all maintenance fees. This 
project is a perfect example of the Fed-
eral Government maintaining only a 
bare title, and that title should now be 
transferred to the project recipients 
who have paid for the facilities and 
rights of the Burley Irrigation Dis-
trict.∑ 

f 

MILLION PAGES PROJECT 

∑ Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
rise today to commend the students, 
teachers, parents, and librarian Jean-
nie Riley at Meadows Elementary 
School in Huntington, WV. This group 
worked together in an outstanding ef-
fort to promote literacy through the 
million pages reading program. 

Jeannie Riley wanted to challenge 
students at Meadows Elementary 
School to read 1 million pages by the 
end of the school year. She worked 
with school administrators, teachers, 
and parents to provide creative incen-
tives for the students to read, using ac-
tivities such as afternoon dances and 
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the opportunity to throw pies at teach-
ers. This innovative program encour-
aged family reading time and moti-
vated students to read independently. 
The students enthusiastically accepted 
the challenge and worked very hard to 
meet their goal. They succeeded in 
their endeavor, a magnificent achieve-
ment by some motivated young people 
in my State. 

Mr. President, we all know reading is 
an essential skill that enables children 
to communicate and convey ideas more 
effectively. Children who acquire good 
reading skills will be better equipped 
to compete in today’s dynamic world 
that demands an education as a pre- 
requisite for self-sufficiency and par-
ticipating in a highly skilled work 
force. Illiteracy is a problem that 
plagues West Virginia as well as the 
Nation, and too many children reach 
adulthood lacking abilities they need 
for a secure future. Programs like the 
million pages project are consistent 
with goals set by the Department of 
Education. They also complement the 
goals of the National Commission on 
Children, a bipartisan group of policy-
makers, educators, and individuals 
that I led in looking for ways to 
strengthen families and better the lives 
of tomorrow’s leaders. 

The million pages project is a step in 
the right direction, going beyond basic 
classroom instruction to develop a love 
of reading and encourage the develop-
ment of these vital skills. Programs 
such as the million pages project are 
helping to fight the battle of illiteracy 
and giving West Virginia’s children a 
better chance for a bright future. This 
program serves as a fine example of 
what happens when people come to-
gether to promote a worthy cause, and 
I hope others will learn from the Mead-
ows challenge. 

Achieving this goal of 1 million pages 
is a great honor, and again, Mr. Presi-
dent, I sincerely congratulate the 
Meadows Elementary community. I ap-
plaud Jeannie Riley for working so 
hard to initiate the million pages 
project, the teachers of Meadows Ele-
mentary for embracing it with enthu-
siasm, the parents for reading to their 
children and supporting this initiative, 
and the students for their tremendous 
effort and persistence in reaching their 
goal.∑ 

f 

SALUTING THE MICHIGAN PAR-
TICIPANTS IN THE 1996 SUMMER 
OLYMPIC GAMES 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, every 
4 years, for 2 weeks the collective at-
tention of the world falls upon those 
exceptional men and women who pos-
sess the drive, ability, and character to 
compete as Olympians. From July 19 to 
August 4, 1996, the centennial anniver-
sary of the Modern Olympic Games will 
be held in Atlanta, GA. On this occa-
sion, America’s greatest athletes will 
face their counterparts from 197 coun-
tries. 

All of our Nation’s citizens have a 
vested personal interest, and deserv-

edly so, in the accomplishments of our 
athletes and coaches. However, it is the 
families, friends, and neighbors of 
these individuals who are especially 
qualified in their pride. Olympic talent 
cannot be attained overnight, it takes 
years to hone and develop; undoubtedly 
an impossibility without the support 
and encouragement provided by local 
communities. 

At least 30 individuals with distinct 
ties to my State of Michigan will take 
part in the upcoming centennial 
Games. Whether native born and 
raised, to attend school, to train, or to 
coach, they all share some sort of af-
filiation to the Great Lakes State. 
While the following men and women 
will participate in the Olympics first 
and foremost as Americans, I would 
like to take a moment to recognize 
them also as Michiganians: 

Bob Allshouse, Birmingham, team 
leader, table tennis. 

Frankie Andreu, Dearborn, men’s 
road, cycling. 

Thomas Carlton Bruner, Ann Arbor, 
1,500m free, swimming. 

Pam Bustin, Haslett, defender, field 
hockey. 

David DeGraaf, Lansing, circle run-
ner, team handball. 

Tom Dolan, Ann Arbor, 400m free, 
200m, 400m IM, swimming. 

Greg Giovanazzi, Ann Arbor, assist-
ant coach, volleyball. 

Charlie Greene, East Lansing, assist-
ant team leader, track and field. 

Grant Hill, Detroit, forward, basket-
ball. 

Mora Kanim, Ann Arbor, assistant 
coach, volleyball. 

Al Kastl, Mount Clemens, team lead-
er, Greco-Roman wrestling. 

Mike King, Grand Rapids, head 
coach, archery. 

Charles Karch’’ Kiraly, Jackson, 
beach volleyball. 

Tom Malchow, Ann Arbor, 200m fly, 
swimming. 

Ann Marsh, Royal Oak, women’s foil, 
Fencing. 

Floyd Mayweather, Grand Rapids, 
featherweight, boxing. 

Al Mitchell, Marquette, head coach, 
boxing. 

Eric Namesnik, Ann Arbor, 400m IM, 
swimming. 

Connie Paraskevin-Young, Detroit, 
women’s track, cycling. 

Suzanne Paxton, East Lansing, wom-
en’s foil, fencing. 

Jeffrey Pfaendtner, Detroit, men’s 
lightweight four, rowing. 

John Piersma, Ann Arbor, 200m, 400m 
free, 800m FR, swimming. 

Annette Salmeen, Ann Arbor, 200m 
Fly, 800m FR, swimming. 

Kent Steffes, Ann Arbor, beach 
volleyball. 

Todd Sweeris, Grand Rapids, men’s 
doubles, table tennis. 

Sheila Taormina, Livonia, 800m FR, 
swimming. 

Kirk Trost, Ann Arbor, assistant 
coach, wrestling. 

Jon Urbanchek, Ann Arbor, assistant 
coach, swimming. 

MaliVai Washington, Ann Arbor, 
men’s doubles, tennis. 

Eric Wunderlich, Ann Arbor, 200m 
breast, swimming. 

The founder of the modern Olympic 
games, Baron Pierre de Coubertin, is 
credited with having written the Olym-
pic Creed, which is as follows: ‘‘The 
most important thing in the Olympic 
Games is not to win but to take part, 
just as the most important thing in life 
is not the triumph but the struggle. 
The essential thing is not to have con-
quered but to have fought well.’’ 

It is inevitable that next month in 
Atlanta records will be broken, heroes 
will be born, and Olympic legends will 
be created. However, before the first 
event gets underway and the medal 
counts begin, each and every athlete 
and coach deserves our respect and ad-
miration. For in the spirit of the Olym-
pic Creed, the dedication to undergo 
the years of intense training and prepa-
ration necessary to become an Olym-
pian, is a significant victory in itself. 

To be chosen to represent one’s coun-
try, and State, is an awesome responsi-
bility; and I have full faith and con-
fidence our athletes and coaches will 
perform with distinction. I salute these 
extraordinary men and women for their 
achievements thus far, and look for-
ward to news of even greater successes 
on their part in the days ahead.∑ 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE CENTERS FOR 
DISEASE CONTROL AND PREVEN-
TION FOR 50 YEARS OF LEADER-
SHIP AND ACHIEVEMENT IN SUP-
PORT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, today I 
have the distinct honor of recognizing 
the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention [CDC] for 50 years of activi-
ties dedicated to protecting the public 
health of the people of the United 
States. What began on July 1, 1946, as 
the Communicable Disease Center has 
expanded its purview to include a wide 
range of efforts in research and preven-
tion of disease, disability, and injury. 
In service to humankind, our Nation 
and the world, CDC employees have 
distinguished the agency and them-
selves through their efforts in the lab-
oratory, the office and the field at the 
Atlanta headquarters, several sites na-
tionwide and locations spotting the 
globe. 

In 1996, the activities of the CDC re-
flect the wide range of issues and ac-
tivities necessary to promote the pub-
lic health. The CDC is still a center of 
activity to combat infectious disease, 
but today, it is much more. The CDC’s 
Epidemic Intelligence Service, estab-
lished in 1951, continues to train doc-
tors to solve the most complex medical 
mysteries and as the original focus of 
the CDC has expanded, new divisions 
devoted to occupational safety and 
health, chronic disease prevention and 
health promotion, injury prevention, 
health statistics, and environmental 
health have been established. The com-
ponents of the CDC also reflect the di-
versity of society; currently there are 
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offices dedicated to women’s and mi-
nority health. 

As we know, threats to the public 
health recognize no national bound-
aries. So today, the CDC also plays an 
important role in worldwide efforts to 
promote health, overcome global 
health threats, eradicate disease, and 
prevent illness, disability, and pre-
mature death. There is a small number 
of CDC staff members working around 
the world. During its first half century, 
the CDC has responded to health emer-
gencies in such diverse locales as Love 
Canal, Philadelphia, New Mexico, 
Washington State, Southeast Asia, 
India, and Zaire. 

CDC activities have paralleled the 
revolutionary advances in medical 
sciences made during the second half of 
the 20th century. Throughout the first 
50 years of the CDC, we can point to 
events which represent significant 
milestones in the mission to promote a 
healthy nation. The litany of achieve-
ments is too long to list here, but in-
cludes a primary role in the eradi-
cation of smallpox; the identification 
of the linkage between smoking and 
cancer; the publication of public health 
statistics; the immunization of chil-
dren; the tracking of health trends; and 
the surveillance and investigation of 
threats to health including polio, tu-
berculosis, HIV/AIDS, Legionnaires’ 
disease, Ebola, and exposure to haz-
ardous substances. 

Promoting health is more than mere-
ly controlling the spread of microorga-
nisms. Promoting health involves re-
search and education. As early as 1947, 
the CDC established programs to com-
municate information to the public 
concerning specific health problems or 
illnesses. Through the years, there 
have been many topics covered includ-
ing rabies, measles, gonorrhea, diabe-
tes, nutrition for women of child-bear-
ing age, breast cancer, and HIV/AIDS. 
Promoting health also demands that 
we focus on changing behavior which is 
clearly unsafe or potentially dan-
gerous. To that end, the CDC has 
launched efforts concerning tobacco 
use and violence in our society. 

During its 50 year history, the CDC 
has been in the forefront of efforts to 
combat more recent threats to health 
such as HIV/AIDS, as well as afflictions 
which have menaced us in the longer 
term, like cardiovascular disease. The 
CDC is also looking ahead by targeting 
more prevention efforts to youth; en-
hancing the capabilities of commu-
nities to detect, monitor, and overcome 
health problems; and developing part-
nerships which will enhance efforts to 
change unhealthy behavior. The CDC 
enters its sixth decade focused on pri-
orities designed to detect, meet, and 
overcome threats to the health of the 
people of our Nation and the world. 

Today, the CDC provides leadership 
and direction in the prevention and 
control of diseases and other health 
conditions. I commend the CDC for its 
past efforts and I am confident that as 
new menaces to the public health 

emerge and new priorities evolve, the 
CDC will remain vigilant, proactive, 
and poised to take action to protect 
the people of our Nation and the 
world.∑ 

f 

CONDOLENCES TO THE KING FAM-
ILY OF BATTLE CREEK, MI, ON 
THE DEATH OF S. SGT. RONALD 
LEWIS KING, USAF 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my deep condolences 
to the King family of Battle Creek, MI, 
who lost S. Sgt. Ronald Lewis King due 
to the terrorist act which took place at 
the Khobar Towers housing facility in 
Dhahran, Saudi Arabia. My prayers and 
thoughts are with his mother, Mrs. Be-
atrice Robinson of Battle Creek, MI, 
and his wife, Mrs. Melvia Y. King of 
Bellevue, NE. 

Staff Sergeant King was a con-
tracting journeyman with the 55th 
Contracting Squadron from Offutt Air 
Force Base, NE. He was proudly serv-
ing our country in Saudi Arabia, and 
know I speak for many in the State of 
Michigan who feel this tragedy very 
deeply. 

We must do everything we rightfully 
can to prevent future tragedies of this 
sort and to see to it that the perpetra-
tors of this terrible act are brought to 
justice. I reiterate my support for the 
cooperative efforts between the United 
States and Saudi Arabia to ensure that 
those terrorists who committed this 
crime will be apprehended and pros-
ecuted to the fullest extent of the law.∑ 

f 

SECURITIES INVESTMENT 
PROMOTIONS ACT 

The text of the bill (H.R. 3005) to 
amend the Federal securities laws in 
order to promote efficiency and capital 
formation in the financial markets, 
and to amend the Investment Company 
Act of 1940 to promote more efficient 
management of mutual funds, protect 
investors, and provide more effective 
and less burdensome regulation, as 
passed by the Senate on June 27, 1996, 
is as follows: 

Resolved, That the bill from the House of 
Representatives (H.R. 3005) entitled ‘‘An Act 
to amend the Federal securities laws in order 
to promote efficiency and capital formation 
in the financial markets, and to amend the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 to promote 
more efficient management of mutual funds, 
protect investors, and provide more effective 
and less burdensome regulation.’’, do pass 
with the following amendment: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause 

and insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Securities Investment Promotion Act of 
1996’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Severability. 

TITLE I—INVESTMENT ADVISERS 
SUPERVISION COORDINATION ACT 

Sec. 101. Short title. 

Sec. 102. Funding for enhanced enforcement 
priority. 

Sec. 103. Improved supervision through State 
and Federal cooperation. 

Sec. 104. Interstate cooperation. 
Sec. 105. Disqualification of convicted felons. 
Sec. 106. Continued State authority. 
Sec. 107. Effective date. 

TITLE II—FACILITATING INVESTMENT IN 
MUTUAL FUNDS 

Sec. 201. Short title. 
Sec. 202. Funds of funds. 
Sec. 203. Flexible registration of securities. 
Sec. 204. Facilitating use of current information 

in advertising. 
Sec. 205. Variable insurance contracts. 
Sec. 206. Prohibition on deceptive investment 

company names. 
Sec. 207. Excepted investment companies. 
Sec. 208. Performance fees exemptions. 
Sec. 209. Reports to the Commission and share-

holders. 
Sec. 210. Books, records, and inspections. 

TITLE III—REDUCING THE COST OF 
SAVING AND INVESTMENT 

Sec. 301. Exemption for economic, business, and 
industrial development companies. 

Sec. 302. Intrastate closed-end investment com-
pany exemption. 

Sec. 303. Definition of eligible portfolio com-
pany. 

Sec. 304. Definition of business development 
company. 

Sec. 305. Acquisition of assets by business devel-
opment companies. 

Sec. 306. Capital structure amendments. 
Sec. 307. Filing of written statements. 
Sec. 308. Facilitating national securities mar-

kets. 
Sec. 309. Regulatory flexibility. 
Sec. 310. Analysis of economic effects of regula-

tion. 
Sec. 311. Privatization of EDGAR. 
Sec. 312. Improving coordination of supervision. 
Sec. 313. Increased access to foreign business 

information. 
Sec. 314. Short-form registration. 
Sec. 315. Church employee pension plans. 
Sec. 316. Promoting global preeminence of 

American securities markets. 
Sec. 317. Broker-dealer exemption from State 

law for certain de minimis trans-
actions. 

Sec. 318. Studies and reports. 
SEC. 2. SEVERABILITY. 

If any provision of this Act, an amendment 
made by this Act, or the application of such pro-
vision or amendment to any person or cir-
cumstance is held to be unconstitutional, the re-
mainder of this Act, the amendments made by 
this Act, and the application of the provisions of 
such to any person or circumstance shall not be 
affected thereby. 

TITLE I—INVESTMENT ADVISERS 
SUPERVISION COORDINATION ACT 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Investment Ad-

visers Supervision Coordination Act’’. 
SEC. 102. FUNDING FOR ENHANCED ENFORCE-

MENT PRIORITY. 
There are authorized to be appropriated to the 

Securities and Exchange Commission, for the 
enforcement of the Investment Advisers Act of 
1940, not more than $16,000,000 in each of fiscal 
years 1997 and 1998. 
SEC. 103. IMPROVED SUPERVISION THROUGH 

STATE AND FEDERAL COOPERATION. 
(a) STATE AND FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

The Investment Advisers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 
80b–1 et seq.) is amended by inserting after sec-
tion 203 the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 203A. STATE AND FEDERAL RESPONSIBIL-

ITIES. 
‘‘(a) ADVISERS SUBJECT TO STATE AUTHORI-

TIES.— 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:40 Jun 20, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00108 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 6333 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S28JN6.REC S28JN6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7329 June 28, 1996 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No investment adviser that 

is regulated or required to be regulated as an in-
vestment adviser in the State in which it main-
tains its principal office and place of business 
shall register under section 203, unless the in-
vestment adviser— 

‘‘(A) has assets under management of not less 
than $25,000,000, or such higher amount as the 
Commission may, by rule, deem appropriate in 
accordance with the purposes of this title; or 

‘‘(B) is an adviser to an investment company 
registered under title I of this Act, or a company 
that has elected to be a business development 
company pursuant to section 54 of title I of this 
Act. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘assets under management’ 
means the securities portfolios with respect to 
which an investment adviser provides contin-
uous and regular supervisory or management 
services. 

‘‘(b) ADVISERS SUBJECT TO COMMISSION AU-
THORITY.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No law of any State or po-
litical subdivision thereof requiring the registra-
tion, licensing, or qualification as an investment 
adviser or supervised person of an investment 
adviser shall apply to any person— 

‘‘(A) that is registered under section 203 as an 
investment adviser, or that is a supervised per-
son of such a person; or 

‘‘(B) that is not registered under section 203 
because that person is excepted from the defini-
tion of an investment adviser under section 
202(a)(11). 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—Nothing in this subsection 
shall prohibit the securities commission (or any 
agency or office performing like functions) of 
any State from— 

‘‘(A) requiring the filing with such commis-
sion, agency, or office of any document filed 
with the Commission by an investment adviser, 
together with a consent to service of process and 
requisite fees; or 

‘‘(B) investigating and bringing enforcement 
actions with respect to fraud or deceit against 
an investment adviser or person associated with 
an investment adviser. 

‘‘(c) EXEMPTIONS.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), the Commission, by rule or regula-
tion upon its own motion, or by order upon ap-
plication, may permit the registration with the 
Commission of any person or class of persons to 
which the application of subsection (a) would be 
unfair, a burden on interstate commerce, or oth-
erwise inconsistent with the purposes of this 
section. 

‘‘(d) FILING DEPOSITORIES.—The Commission 
may, by rule, require an investment adviser— 

‘‘(1) to file with the Commission any fee, ap-
plication, report, or notice required by this title 
or by the rules issued under this title through 
any entity designated by the Commission for 
that purpose; and 

‘‘(2) to pay the reasonable costs associated 
with such filing. 

‘‘(e) STATE ASSISTANCE.—Upon request of the 
securities commissioner (or any agency or officer 
performing like functions) of any State, the 
Commission may provide such training, tech-
nical assistance, or other reasonable assistance 
in connection with the regulation of investment 
advisers by the State.’’. 

(b) ADVISERS NOT ELIGIBLE TO REGISTER.— 
Section 203 of the Investment Advisers Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b–3) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), in the matter immediately 
following paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘and that 
the applicant is not prohibited from registering 
as an investment adviser under section 203A’’ 
after ‘‘satisfied’’; and 

(2) in subsection (h), in the second sentence— 
(A) by striking ‘‘existence or’’ and inserting 

‘‘existence,’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘or is prohibited from reg-

istering as an investment adviser under section 
203A,’’ after ‘‘adviser,’’. 

(c) DEFINITION OF ‘‘SUPERVISED PERSON’’.— 
Section 202(a) of the Investment Advisers Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b–2(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘requires—’’ and inserting ‘‘re-
quires, the following definitions shall apply:’’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(25) ‘Supervised person’ means any partner, 
officer, director (or other person occupying a 
similar status or performing similar functions), 
or employee of an investment adviser, or other 
person who provides investment advice on be-
half of the investment adviser and is subject to 
the supervision and control of the investment 
adviser.’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 203(a) 
of the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 
80b–3(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘subsection (b) 
of this section’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (b) 
and section 203A’’. 
SEC. 104. INTERSTATE COOPERATION. 

Section 222 of the Investment Advisers Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b–18a) is amended to read as 
follows: 
‘‘SEC. 222. STATE REGULATION OF INVESTMENT 

ADVISERS. 
‘‘(a) JURISDICTION OF STATE REGULATORS.— 

Nothing in this title shall affect the jurisdiction 
of the securities commissioner (or any agency or 
officer performing like functions) of any State 
over any security or any person insofar as it 
does not conflict with the provisions of this title 
or the rules and regulations thereunder. 

‘‘(b) DUAL COMPLIANCE PURPOSES.—No State 
may enforce any law or regulation that would 
require an investment adviser to maintain any 
books or records in addition to those required 
under the laws of the State in which it main-
tains its principal place of business, if the in-
vestment adviser— 

‘‘(1) is registered or licensed as such in the 
State in which it maintains its principal place of 
business; and 

‘‘(2) is in compliance with the applicable 
books and records requirements of the State in 
which it maintains its principle place of busi-
ness. 

‘‘(c) LIMITATION ON CAPITAL AND BOND RE-
QUIREMENTS.—No State may enforce any law or 
regulation that would require an investment ad-
viser to maintain a higher minimum net capital 
or to post any bond in addition to any that is 
required under the laws of the State in which it 
maintains its principal place of business, if the 
investment adviser— 

‘‘(1) is registered or licensed as such in the 
State in which it maintains its principal place of 
business; and 

‘‘(2) is in compliance with the applicable net 
capital or bonding requirements of the State in 
which it maintains its principal place of busi-
ness.’’. 
SEC. 105. DISQUALIFICATION OF CONVICTED FEL-

ONS. 
(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 203(e) of the Invest-

ment Advisers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b–3(e)) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(7) as paragraphs (4) through (8), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) has been convicted during the 10-year pe-
riod preceding the date of filing of any applica-
tion for registration, or at any time thereafter, 
of— 

‘‘(A) any crime that is punishable by impris-
onment for 1 or more years, and that is not de-
scribed in paragraph (2); or 

‘‘(B) a substantially equivalent crime by a for-
eign court of competent jurisdiction.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 203 of 
the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 
80b–3) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (e)(6) (as redesignated by 
subsection (a) of this section), by striking ‘‘this 
paragraph (5)’’ and inserting ‘‘this paragraph’’; 

(2) in subsection (f)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1), (4), (5), or (7) 

of subsection (e) of this section’’ and inserting 
‘‘paragraph (1), (5), (6), or (8) of subsection (e)’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘paragraph (3)’’ and inserting 
‘‘paragraph (4)’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘said subsection’’ each place 
that term appears and inserting ‘‘subsection’’; 
and 

(3) in subsection (i)(1)(D), by striking ‘‘section 
203(e)(5) of this title’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(e)(6)’’. 
SEC. 106. CONTINUED STATE AUTHORITY. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
title, or any amendment made by this title, a 
State or Territory of the United States, or the 
District of Columbia may continue to collect fil-
ing, registration, or licensing fees in amounts 
determined pursuant to State law as in effect on 
the day before the date of enactment of this Act, 
until otherwise specifically provided under a 
State law enacted on or after that date of enact-
ment. 
SEC. 107. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title and the amendments made by this 
title shall take effect 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

TITLE II—FACILITATING INVESTMENT IN 
MUTUAL FUNDS 

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Investment 

Company Amendments Act of 1996’’. 
SEC. 202. FUNDS OF FUNDS. 

Section 12(d)(1) of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–12(d)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (E)(iii)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘in the event such investment 

company is not a registered investment com-
pany,’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘in the event that such in-
vestment company is not a registered investment 
company,’’ after ‘‘(bb)’’; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (G) and 
(H) as subparagraphs (H) and (I), respectively; 

(3) by striking ‘‘this paragraph (1)’’ each 
place that term appears and inserting ‘‘this 
paragraph’’; 

(4) by inserting after subparagraph (F) the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(G)(i) This paragraph does not apply to se-
curities of a registered open-end investment 
company or a registered unit investment trust 
(hereafter in this subparagraph referred to as 
the ‘acquired company’) purchased or otherwise 
acquired by a registered open-end investment 
company or a registered unit investment trust 
(hereafter in this subparagraph referred to as 
the ‘acquiring company’) if— 

‘‘(I) the acquired company and the acquiring 
company are part of the same group of invest-
ment companies; 

‘‘(II) the securities of the acquired company, 
securities of other registered open-end invest-
ment companies and registered unit investment 
trusts that are part of the same group of invest-
ment companies, Government securities, and 
short-term paper are the only investments held 
by the acquiring company; 

‘‘(III)(aa) the acquiring company does not 
pay and is not assessed any charges or fees for 
distribution-related activities with respect to se-
curities of the acquired company, unless the ac-
quiring company does not charge a sales load or 
other fees or charges for distribution-related ac-
tivities; or 

‘‘(bb) any sales loads and other distribution- 
related fees charged with respect to securities of 
the acquiring company, when aggregated with 
any sales load and distribution-related fees paid 
by the acquiring company with respect to secu-
rities of the acquired fund, are not excessive 
under rules adopted pursuant to section 22(b) or 
section 22(c) by a securities association reg-
istered under section 15A of the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934 or the Commission; 

‘‘(IV) the acquired company has a policy that 
prohibits it from acquiring any securities of reg-
istered open-end investment companies or reg-
istered unit investment trusts in reliance on this 
subparagraph or subparagraph (F); and 
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‘‘(V) such acquisition is not in contravention 

of such rules and regulations as the Commission 
may from time to time prescribe with respect to 
acquisitions in accordance with this subpara-
graph, as necessary and appropriate for the pro-
tection of investors. 

‘‘(ii) For purposes of this subparagraph, the 
term ‘group of investment companies’ means any 
2 or more registered investment companies that 
hold themselves out to investors as related com-
panies for purposes of investment and investor 
services.’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(J) The Commission, by rules and regula-
tions, upon its own motion, or by order upon 
application, may conditionally or uncondition-
ally exempt any person, security, or transaction, 
or any class or classes of persons, securities, or 
transactions from any provision of this sub-
section, if and to the extent that such exemption 
is consistent with the public interest and the 
protection of investors.’’. 
SEC. 203. FLEXIBLE REGISTRATION OF SECURI-

TIES. 
(a) AMENDMENTS TO REGISTRATION STATE-

MENTS.—Section 24(e) of the Investment Com-
pany Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–24(e)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by striking paragraphs (1) and (2); 
(2) by striking ‘‘(3) For’’ and inserting ‘‘For’’; 

and 
(3) by striking ‘‘pursuant to this subsection or 

otherwise’’. 
(b) REGISTRATION OF INDEFINITE AMOUNT OF 

SECURITIES.—Section 24(f) of the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–24(f)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(f) REGISTRATION OF INDEFINITE AMOUNT OF 
SECURITIES.— 

‘‘(1) REGISTRATION OF SECURITIES.—Upon the 
effective date of its registration statement, as 
provided by section 8 of the Securities Act of 
1933, a face-amount certificate company, open- 
end management company, or unit investment 
trust, shall be deemed to have registered an in-
definite amount of securities. 

‘‘(2) PAYMENT OF REGISTRATION FEES.—Not 
later than 90 days after the end of the fiscal 
year of an entity referred to in paragraph (1), 
the entity shall pay a registration fee to the 
Commission, calculated in the manner specified 
in section 6(b) of the Securities Act of 1933, 
based on the aggregate sales price for which its 
securities (including, for purposes of this para-
graph, all securities issued pursuant to a divi-
dend reinvestment plan) were sold pursuant to a 
registration of an indefinite amount of securities 
under this subsection during the previous fiscal 
year of the entity, reduced by— 

‘‘(A) the aggregate redemption or repurchase 
price of the securities of the entity during that 
year; and 

‘‘(B) the aggregate redemption or repurchase 
price of the securities of the entity during any 
prior fiscal year ending not more than 1 year be-
fore the date of enactment of the Investment 
Company Amendments Act of 1996, that were 
not used previously by the entity to reduce fees 
payable under this section. 

‘‘(3) INTEREST DUE ON LATE PAYMENT.—An en-
tity paying the fee required by this subsection or 
any portion thereof more than 90 days after the 
end of the fiscal year of the entity shall pay to 
the Commission interest on unpaid amounts, 
compounded daily, at the underpayment rate es-
tablished by the Secretary of the Treasury pur-
suant to section 3717 of title 31, United States 
Code. The payment of interest pursuant to this 
paragraph shall not preclude the Commission 
from bringing an action to enforce the require-
ments of paragraph (2). 

‘‘(4) RULEMAKING AUTHORITY.—The Commis-
sion may adopt rules and regulations to imple-
ment this subsection.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall become effective on the ear-
lier of— 

(1) 1 year after the date of enactment of this 
Act; or 

(2) the effective date of final rules or regula-
tions issued in accordance with section 24(f) of 
the Investment Company Act of 1940, as amend-
ed by this section. 
SEC. 204. FACILITATING USE OF CURRENT INFOR-

MATION IN ADVERTISING. 
Section 24 of the Investment Company Act of 

1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–24) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(g) ADDITIONAL PROSPECTUSES.—In addition 
to any prospectus permitted or required by sec-
tion 10(a) of the Securities Act of 1933, the Com-
mission shall permit, by rules or regulations 
deemed necessary or appropriate in the public 
interest or for the protection of investors, the 
use of a prospectus for the purposes of section 
5(b)(1) of that Act with respect to securities 
issued by a registered investment company. 
Such a prospectus, which may include informa-
tion the substance of which is not included in 
the prospectus specified in section 10(a) of the 
Securities Act of 1933, shall be deemed to be per-
mitted by section 10(b) of that Act.’’. 
SEC. 205. VARIABLE INSURANCE CONTRACTS. 

(a) UNIT INVESTMENT TRUST TREATMENT.— 
Section 26 of the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–26) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(e) EXEMPTION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) does not 

apply to any registered separate account fund-
ing variable insurance contracts, or to the spon-
soring insurance company and principal under-
writer of such account. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON SALES.—It shall be unlaw-
ful for any registered separate account funding 
variable insurance contracts, or for the spon-
soring insurance company of such account, to 
sell any such contract, unless— 

‘‘(A) the fees and charges deducted under the 
contract, in the aggregate, are reasonable in re-
lation to the services rendered, the expenses ex-
pected to be incurred, and the risks assumed by 
the insurance company, and the insurance com-
pany so represents in the registration statement 
for the contract; and 

‘‘(B) the insurance company— 
‘‘(i) complies with all other applicable provi-

sions of this section, as if it were a trustee or 
custodian of the registered separate account; 

‘‘(ii) files with the insurance regulatory au-
thority of the State or territory of the United 
States or of the District of Columbia in which is 
located the principal place of business of the in-
surance company, an annual statement of its fi-
nancial condition, which most recent statement 
indicates that the insurance company has a 
combined capital and surplus, if a stock com-
pany, or an unassigned surplus, if a mutual 
company, of not less than $1,000,000, or such 
other amount as the Commission may from time 
to time prescribe by rule, as necessary or appro-
priate in the public interest or for the protection 
of investors; and 

‘‘(iii) together with its registered separate ac-
counts, is supervised and examined periodically 
by the insurance authority of such State, terri-
tory, or the District of Columbia. 

‘‘(3) FEES AND CHARGES.—For purposes of 
paragraph (2), the fees and charges deducted 
under the contract shall include all fees and 
charges imposed for any purpose and in any 
manner. 

‘‘(4) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—The Commis-
sion may issue such rules and regulations to 
carry out paragraph (2)(A) as it determines are 
necessary or appropriate in the public interest 
or for the protection of investors.’’. 

(b) PERIODIC PAYMENT PLAN TREATMENT.— 
Section 27 of the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–27) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(i)(1) This section does not apply to any reg-
istered separate account funding variable insur-
ance contracts, or to the sponsoring insurance 

company and principal underwriter of such ac-
count, except as provided in paragraph (2). 

‘‘(2) It shall be unlawful for any registered 
separate account funding variable insurance 
contracts, or for the sponsoring insurance com-
pany of such account, to sell any such contract 
unless— 

‘‘(A) such contract is a redeemable security; 
and 

‘‘(B) the insurance company complies with 
section 26(e) and any rules or regulations issued 
by the Commission under section 26(e).’’. 
SEC. 206. PROHIBITION ON DECEPTIVE INVEST-

MENT COMPANY NAMES. 
Section 35(d) of the Investment Company Act 

of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–34(d)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(d) It shall be unlawful for any registered in-
vestment company to adopt as a part of the 
name or title of such company, or of any securi-
ties of which it is the issuer, any word or words 
that the Commission finds are materially decep-
tive or misleading. The Commission is author-
ized, by rule, regulation, or order, to define such 
names or titles as are materially deceptive or 
misleading.’’. 
SEC. 207. EXCEPTED INVESTMENT COMPANIES. 

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Section 3(c) of the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–3(c)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting after the 
first sentence the following: ‘‘Such issuer shall 
be deemed to be an investment company for pur-
poses of the limitations set forth in subpara-
graphs (A)(i) and (B)(i) of section 12(d)(1) gov-
erning the purchase or other acquisition by such 
issuer of any security issued by any registered 
investment company and the sale of any secu-
rity issued by any registered open-end invest-
ment company to any such issuer.’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1)— 
(A) by inserting after ‘‘issuer,’’ the first place 

that term appears, the following: ‘‘and is or, but 
for the exception provided for in this paragraph 
or paragraph (7), would be an investment com-
pany,’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘unless, as of’’ and all that 
follows through the end of the subparagraph 
and inserting a period; 

(3) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘and acting as broker,’’ and 

inserting ‘‘acting as broker, and acting as mar-
ket intermediary,’’; 

(B) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(2)’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
‘‘(B) For purposes of this paragraph— 
‘‘(i) the term ‘market intermediary’ means any 

person that regularly holds itself out as being 
willing contemporaneously to engage in, and 
that is regularly engaged in, the business of en-
tering into transactions on both sides of the 
market for a financial contract or one or more 
such financial contracts; and 

‘‘(ii) the term ‘financial contract’ means any 
arrangement that— 

‘‘(I) takes the form of an individually nego-
tiated contract, agreement, or option to buy, 
sell, lend, swap, or repurchase, or other similar 
individually negotiated transaction commonly 
entered into by participants in the financial 
markets; 

‘‘(II) is in respect of securities, commodities, 
currencies, interest or other rates, other meas-
ures of value, or any other financial or eco-
nomic interest similar in purpose or function to 
any of the foregoing; and 

‘‘(III) is entered into in response to a request 
from a counter party for a quotation, or is oth-
erwise entered into and structured to accommo-
date the objectives of the counter party to such 
arrangement.’’; and 

(4) by striking paragraph (7) and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(7)(A) Any issuer, the outstanding securities 
of which are owned exclusively by persons who, 
at the time of acquisition of such securities, are 
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qualified purchasers, and which is not making 
and does not at that time propose to make a 
public offering of such securities. Securities that 
are owned by persons who received the securi-
ties from a qualified purchaser as a gift or be-
quest, or in a case in which the transfer was 
caused by legal separation, divorce, death, or 
other involuntary event, shall be deemed to be 
owned by a qualified purchaser, subject to such 
rules, regulations, and orders as the Commission 
may prescribe as necessary or appropriate in the 
public interest or for the protection of investors. 

‘‘(B) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), an 
issuer is within the exception provided by this 
paragraph if— 

‘‘(i) in addition to qualified purchasers, out-
standing securities of that issuer are beneficially 
owned by not more than 100 persons who are 
not qualified purchasers, if— 

‘‘(I) such persons acquired such securities on 
or before April 30, 1996; and 

‘‘(II) at the time such securities were acquired 
by such persons, the issuer was excepted by 
paragraph (1); and 

‘‘(ii) prior to availing itself of the exception 
provided by this paragraph— 

‘‘(I) such issuer has disclosed to each bene-
ficial owner that future investors will be limited 
to qualified purchasers, and that ownership in 
such issuer is no longer limited to not more than 
100 persons; and 

‘‘(II) concurrently with or after such disclo-
sure, such issuer has provided each beneficial 
owner with a reasonable opportunity to redeem 
any part or all of their interests in the issuer, 
notwithstanding any agreement to the contrary 
between the issuer and such persons, for that 
person’s proportionate share of the issuer’s net 
assets. 

‘‘(C) Each person that elects to redeem under 
subparagraph (B)(ii)(II) shall receive an amount 
in cash equal to that person’s proportionate 
share of the issuer’s net assets, unless the issuer 
elects to provide such person with the option of 
receiving, and such person agrees to receive, all 
or a portion of such person’s share in assets of 
the issuer. If the issuer elects to provide such 
persons with such an opportunity, disclosure 
concerning such opportunity shall be made in 
the disclosure required by subparagraph 
(B)(ii)(I). 

‘‘(D) An issuer that is excepted under this 
paragraph shall nonetheless be deemed to be an 
investment company for purposes of the limita-
tions set forth in subparagraphs (A)(i) and 
(B)(i) of section 12(d)(1) relating to the purchase 
or other acquisition by such issuer of any secu-
rity issued by any registered investment com-
pany and the sale of any security issued by any 
registered open-end investment company to any 
such issuer. 

‘‘(E) For purposes of determining compliance 
with this paragraph and paragraph (1), an 
issuer that is otherwise excepted under this 
paragraph and an issuer that is otherwise ex-
cepted under paragraph (1) shall not be treated 
by the Commission as being a single issuer for 
purposes of determining whether the out-
standing securities of the issuer excepted under 
paragraph (1) are beneficially owned by not 
more than 100 persons or whether the out-
standing securities of the issuer excepted under 
this paragraph are owned by persons that are 
not qualified purchasers. Nothing in this sub-
paragraph shall be construed to establish that a 
person is a bona fide qualified purchaser for 
purposes of this paragraph or a bona fide bene-
ficial owner for purposes of paragraph (1).’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF QUALIFIED PURCHASER.— 
Section 2(a) of the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–2(a)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(51)(A) ‘Qualified purchaser’ means— 
‘‘(i) any natural person (including any person 

who holds a joint, community property, or other 
similar shared ownership interest in an issuer 
that is excepted under section 3(c)(7) with that 
person’s qualified purchaser spouse) who owns 

not less than $5,000,000 in investments, as de-
fined by the Commission; 

‘‘(ii) any company that owns not less than 
$5,000,000 in investments and that is owned di-
rectly or indirectly by or for 2 or more natural 
persons who are related as siblings or spouse 
(including former spouses), or direct lineal de-
scendants by birth or adoption, spouses of such 
persons, the estates of such persons, or founda-
tions, charitable organizations, or trusts estab-
lished by or for the benefit of such persons; 

‘‘(iii) any trust that is not covered by sub-
paragraph (B) and that was not formed for the 
specific purpose of acquiring the securities of-
fered, as to which the trustee or other person 
authorized to make decisions with respect to the 
trust, and each settlor or other person who has 
contributed assets to the trust, is a person de-
scribed in clause (i), (ii), or (iv); 

‘‘(iv) any person, acting for its own account 
or the accounts of other qualified purchasers, 
who in the aggregate owns and invests on a dis-
cretionary basis, not less than $25,000,000 in in-
vestments; or 

‘‘(v) any person that the Commission, by rule 
or regulation, has determined does not need the 
protections of this title, after consideration of 
factors such as— 

‘‘(I) a high degree of financial sophistication, 
including extensive knowledge of and experience 
in financial matters; 

‘‘(II) a substantial amount of assets owned or 
under management; 

‘‘(III) relationship with an issuer; and 
‘‘(IV) such other factors as the Commission 

may determine to be consistent with the pur-
poses of this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) The Commission may adopt such rules 
and regulations applicable to the persons and 
trusts specified in clauses (i) through (v) of sub-
paragraph (A) as it determines are necessary or 
appropriate in the public interest or for the pro-
tection of investors. 

‘‘(C) The term ‘qualified purchaser’ does not 
include a company that, but for the exceptions 
provided for in paragraph (1) or (7) of section 
3(c), would be an investment company (here-
after in this paragraph referred to as an ‘ex-
cepted investment company’), unless all bene-
ficial owners of its outstanding securities (other 
than short-term paper), determined in accord-
ance with section 3(c)(1)(A), that acquired such 
securities on or before April 30, 1996 (hereafter 
in this paragraph referred to as ‘pre-amendment 
beneficial owners’), and all pre-amendment ben-
eficial owners of the outstanding securities 
(other than short-term paper) of any excepted 
investment company that, directly or indirectly, 
owns any outstanding securities of such ex-
cepted investment company, have consented to 
its treatment as a qualified purchaser. Unani-
mous consent of all trustees, directors, or gen-
eral partners of a company or trust referred to 
in clause (ii) or (iii) of subparagraph (A) shall 
constitute consent for purposes of this subpara-
graph.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 3(a) 
of the Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 
U.S.C. 80a–3(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘(A)’’; 
(2) by striking ‘‘(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘(B)’’; 
(3) by striking ‘‘(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘(C)’’; 
(4) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(a)’’; 
(5) by striking ‘‘As used’’ and inserting ‘‘(2) 

As used’’; and 
(6) in paragraph (2)(C), as designated by 

paragraph (5) of this subsection— 
(A) by striking ‘‘which are’’ and inserting the 

following: ‘‘which (i) are’’; and 
(B) by inserting before the period at the end, 

the following: ‘‘, and (ii) are not relying on the 
exception from the definition of investment com-
pany in paragraph (1) or (7) of subsection (c)’’. 

(d) RULEMAKING REQUIRED.— 
(1) IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 3(c)(1)(B).— 

Not later than 1 year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Commission shall prescribe 
rules to implement the requirements of section 

3(c)(1)(B) of the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–3(c)(1)(B)). 

(2) IDENTIFICATION OF INVESTMENTS.—Not 
later than 180 days after the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Commission shall prescribe rules 
defining the term, or otherwise identifying, ‘‘in-
vestments’’ for purposes of section 2(a)(51) of 
the Investment Company Act of 1940, as added 
by this Act. 

(3) EMPLOYEE EXCEPTION.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Commission shall prescribe rules pursuant to its 
authority under section 6 of the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 to permit the ownership of 
securities by knowledgeable employees of the 
issuer of the securities or an affiliated person 
without loss of the exception of the issuer under 
paragraph (1) or (7) of section 3(c) of that Act 
from treatment as an investment company under 
that Act. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on the earlier 
of— 

(1) 180 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act; or 

(2) the date on which the rulemaking required 
under subsection (d)(2) is completed. 
SEC. 208. PERFORMANCE FEES EXEMPTIONS. 

Section 205 of the Investment Advisers Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b–5) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 

end; 
(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period at 

the end and inserting a semicolon; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraphs: 
‘‘(4) apply to an investment advisory contract 

with a company excepted from the definition of 
an investment company under section 3(c)(7) of 
title I of this Act; or 

‘‘(5) apply to an investment advisory contract 
with a person who is not a resident of the 
United States.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(e) The Commission, by rule or regulation, 
upon its own motion, or by order upon applica-
tion, may conditionally or unconditionally ex-
empt any person or transaction, or any class or 
classes of persons or transactions, from sub-
section (a)(1), if and to the extent that the ex-
emption relates to an investment advisory con-
tract with any person that the Commission de-
termines does not need the protections of sub-
section (a)(1), on the basis of such factors as fi-
nancial sophistication, net worth, knowledge of 
and experience in financial matters, amount of 
assets under management, relationship with a 
registered investment adviser, and such other 
factors as the Commission determines are con-
sistent with this section.’’. 
SEC. 209. REPORTS TO THE COMMISSION AND 

SHAREHOLDERS. 
Section 30 of the Investment Company Act of 

1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–29) is amended— 
(1) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph (1) 

and inserting the following: 
‘‘(1) such information, documents, and reports 

(other than financial statements), as the Com-
mission may require to keep reasonably current 
the information and documents contained in the 
registration statement of such company filed 
under this title;’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (c), (d), (e), 
and (f) as subsections (d), (e), (g), and (h), re-
spectively; 

(3) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(c)(1) The Commission shall take such action 
as it deems necessary or appropriate, consistent 
with the public interest and the protection of in-
vestors, to avoid unnecessary reporting by, and 
minimize the compliance burdens on, registered 
investment companies and their affiliated per-
sons in exercising its authority— 

‘‘(A) under subsection (f); and 
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‘‘(B) under subsection (b)(1), if the Commis-

sion requires the filing of information, docu-
ments, and reports under that subsection on a 
basis more frequently than semiannually. 

‘‘(2) Action taken by the Commission under 
paragraph (1) shall include considering, and re-
questing public comment on— 

‘‘(A) feasible alternatives that minimize the 
reporting burdens on registered investment com-
panies; and 

‘‘(B) the utility of such information, docu-
ments, and reports to the Commission in relation 
to the costs to registered investment companies 
and their affiliated persons of providing such 
information, documents, and reports.’’; 

(4) by inserting after subsection (e) (as redes-
ignated by paragraph (2) of this section), the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(f) The Commission may, by rule, require 
that semi-annual reports containing the infor-
mation set forth in subsection (e) include such 
other information as the Commission deems nec-
essary or appropriate in the public interest or 
for the protection of investors.’’; and 

(5) in subsection (g) (as redesignated by para-
graph (2) of this section), by striking ‘‘sub-
sections (a) and (d)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections 
(a) and (e)’’. 
SEC. 210. BOOKS, RECORDS, AND INSPECTIONS. 

Section 31 of the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–30) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsections (a) and (b) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(a)(1) Each registered investment company, 
and each underwriter, broker, dealer, or invest-
ment adviser that is a majority-owned sub-
sidiary of such a company, shall maintain and 
preserve such records (as defined in section 
3(a)(37) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934) 
for such period or periods as the Commission, by 
rules and regulations, may prescribe as nec-
essary or appropriate in the public interest or 
for the protection of investors. Each investment 
adviser that is not a majority-owned subsidiary 
of, and each depositor of any registered invest-
ment company, and each principal underwriter 
for any registered investment company other 
than a closed-end company, shall maintain and 
preserve for such period or periods as the Com-
mission shall prescribe by rules and regulations, 
such records as are necessary or appropriate to 
record such person’s transactions with such reg-
istered company. 

‘‘(2) In exercising its authority under 
this subsection, the Commission shall take 
such steps as it deems necessary or appro-
priate, consistent with the public interest 
and for the protection of investors, to avoid 
unnecessary recordkeeping by, and minimize 
the compliance burden on, persons required 
to maintain records under this subsection 
(hereafter in this section referred to as ‘sub-
ject persons’). Such steps shall include con-
sidering, and requesting public comment 
on— 

‘‘(A) feasible alternatives that minimize 
the recordkeeping burdens on subject per-
sons; 

‘‘(B) the necessity of such records in view 
of the public benefits derived from the inde-
pendent scrutiny of such records through 
Commission examination; 

‘‘(C) the costs associated with maintain-
ing the information that would be required 
to be reflected in such records; and 

‘‘(D) the effects that a proposed record-
keeping requirement would have on internal 
compliance policies and procedures. 

‘‘(b) All records required to be main-
tained and preserved in accordance with sub-
section (a) shall be subject at any time and 
from time to time to such reasonable peri-
odic, special, and other examinations by the 
Commission, or any member or representa-
tive thereof, as the Commission may pre-
scribe. For purposes of such examinations, 
any subject person shall make available to 

the Commission or its representatives any 
copies or extracts from such records as may 
be prepared without undue effort, expense, or 
delay as the Commission or its representa-
tives may reasonably request. The Commis-
sion shall exercise its authority under this 
subsection with due regard for the benefits of 
internal compliance policies and procedures 
and the effective implementation and oper-
ation thereof.’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (c) and 
(d) as subsections (e) and (f), respectively; 
and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (b) the 
following new subsections: 

‘‘(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Commission shall not be com-
pelled to disclose any internal compliance or 
audit records, or information contained 
therein, provided to the Commission under 
this section. Nothing in this subsection shall 
authorize the Commission to withhold infor-
mation from the Congress or prevent the 
Commission from complying with a request 
for information from any other Federal de-
partment or agency requesting the informa-
tion for purposes within the scope of the ju-
risdiction of that department or agency, or 
complying with an order of a court of the 
United States in an action brought by the 
United States or the Commission. For pur-
poses of section 552 of title 5, United States 
Code, this section shall be considered a stat-
ute described in subsection (b)(3)(B) of such 
section 552. 

‘‘(d) For purposes of this section— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘internal compliance poli-

cies and procedures’ means policies and pro-
cedures designed by subject persons to pro-
mote compliance with the Federal securities 
laws; and 

‘‘(2) the term ‘internal compliance and 
audit record’ means any record prepared by a 
subject person in accordance with internal 
compliance policies and procedures.’’. 

TITLE III—REDUCING THE COST OF 
SAVING AND INVESTMENT 

SEC. 301. EXEMPTION FOR ECONOMIC, BUSINESS, 
AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 
COMPANIES. 

Section 6(a) of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–6(a)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(5)(A) Any company that is not engaged 
in the business of issuing redeemable securi-
ties, the operations of which are subject to 
regulation by the State in which the com-
pany is organized under a statute governing 
entities that provide financial or managerial 
assistance to enterprises doing business, or 
proposing to do business, in that State if— 

‘‘(i) the organizational documents of the 
company state that the activities of the 
company are limited to the promotion of 
economic, business, or industrial develop-
ment in the State through the provision of 
financial or managerial assistance to enter-
prises doing business, or proposing to do 
business, in that State, and such other ac-
tivities that are incidental or necessary to 
carry out that purpose; 

‘‘(ii) immediately following each sale of 
the securities of the company by the com-
pany or any underwriter for the company, 
not less than 80 percent of the securities of 
the company being offered in such sale, on a 
class-by-class basis, are held by persons who 
reside or who have a substantial business 
presence in that State; 

‘‘(iii) the securities of the company are 
sold, or proposed to be sold, by the company 
or by any underwriter for the company, sole-
ly to accredited investors, as that term is de-
fined in section 2(15) of the Securities Act of 
1933, or to such other persons that the Com-
mission, as necessary or appropriate in the 

public interest and consistent with the pro-
tection of investors, may permit by rule, reg-
ulation, or order; and 

‘‘(iv) the company does not purchase any 
security issued by an investment company or 
by any company that would be an invest-
ment company except for the exclusions 
from the definition of the term ‘investment 
company’ under paragraph (1) or (7) of sec-
tion 3(c), other than— 

‘‘(I) any debt security that is rated in-
vestment grade by not less than 1 nationally 
recognized statistical rating organization; or 

‘‘(II) any security issued by a registered 
open-end investment company that is re-
quired by its investment policies to invest 
not less than 65 percent of its total assets in 
securities described in subclause (I) or secu-
rities that are determined by such registered 
open-end investment company to be com-
parable in quality to securities described in 
subclause (I). 

‘‘(B) Notwithstanding the exemption pro-
vided by this paragraph, section 9 (and, to 
the extent necessary to enforce section 9, 
sections 38 through 51) shall apply to a com-
pany described in this paragraph as if the 
company were an investment company reg-
istered under this title. 

‘‘(C) Any company proposing to rely on 
the exemption provided by this paragraph 
shall file with the Commission a notification 
stating that the company intends to do so, in 
such form and manner as the Commission 
may prescribe by rule. 

‘‘(D) Any company meeting the require-
ments of this paragraph may rely on the ex-
emption provided by this paragraph upon fil-
ing with the Commission the notification re-
quired by subparagraph (C), until such time 
as the Commission determines by order that 
such reliance is not in the public interest or 
is not consistent with the protection of in-
vestors. 

‘‘(E) The exemption provided by this 
paragraph may be subject to such additional 
terms and conditions as the Commission 
may by rule, regulation, or order determine 
are necessary or appropriate in the public in-
terest or for the protection of investors.’’. 
SEC. 302. INTRASTATE CLOSED-END INVESTMENT 

COMPANY EXEMPTION. 
Section 6(d)(1) of the Investment Com-

pany Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–6(d)(1)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$100,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$10,000,000, or such other amount as the 
Commission may set by rule, regulation, or 
order’’. 
SEC. 303. DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE PORTFOLIO 

COMPANY. 
Section 2(a)(46)(C) of the Investment 

Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a– 
2(a)(46)(C)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause 
(iv); and 

(3) by inserting after clause (ii) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(iii) it has total assets of not more than 
$4,000,000, and capital and surplus (share-
holders’ equity less retained earnings) of not 
less than $2,000,000, except that the Commis-
sion may adjust such amounts by rule, regu-
lation, or order to reflect changes in 1 or 
more generally accepted indices or other in-
dicators for small businesses; or’’. 
SEC. 304. DEFINITION OF BUSINESS DEVELOP-

MENT COMPANY. 
Section 2(a)(48)(B) of the Investment 

Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a– 
2(a)(48)(B)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: ‘‘provided further that a busi-
ness development company need not make 
available significant managerial assistance 
with respect to any company described in 
paragraph (46)(C)(iii), or with respect to any 
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other company that meets such criteria as 
the Commission may by rule, regulation, or 
order permit, as consistent with the public 
interest, the protection of investors, and the 
purposes of this title; and’’. 
SEC. 305. ACQUISITION OF ASSETS BY BUSINESS 

DEVELOPMENT COMPANIES. 
Section 55(a)(1)(A) of the Investment 

Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a– 
54(a)(1)(A)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or from any person’’ and 
inserting ‘‘from any person’’; and 

(2) by inserting before the semicolon ‘‘, 
or from any other person, subject to such 
rules and regulations as the Commission 
may prescribe as necessary or appropriate in 
the public interest or for the protection of 
investors’’. 
SEC. 306. CAPITAL STRUCTURE AMENDMENTS. 

Section 61(a) of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–60(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘if such 
business development company’’ and all that 
follows through the end of the paragraph and 
inserting a period; 

(2) in paragraph (3)(A)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘senior securities rep-

resenting indebtedness accompanied by’’; 
(B) by inserting ‘‘accompanied by securi-

ties,’’ after ‘‘of such company,’’; and 
(C) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘senior’’; 

and 
(3) in paragraph (3)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking 

‘‘and’’ at the end; 
(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the 

period at the end of clause (iv) and inserting 
‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by inserting immediately after sub-
paragraph (B) the following new subpara-
graph: 

‘‘(C) a business development company 
may issue warrants, options, or rights to 
subscribe to, convert to, or purchase voting 
securities not accompanied by securities, if— 

‘‘(i) such warrants, options, or rights sat-
isfy the conditions in clauses (i) and (iii) of 
subparagraph (A); and 

‘‘(ii) the proposal to issue such warrants, 
options, or rights is authorized by the share-
holders or partners of such business develop-
ment company, and such issuance is ap-
proved by the required majority (as defined 
in section 57(o)) of the directors of or general 
partners in such company on the basis that 
such issuance is in the best interests of the 
company and its shareholders or partners.’’. 
SEC. 307. FILING OF WRITTEN STATEMENTS. 

Section 64(b)(1) of the Investment Com-
pany Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–63(b)(1)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘and capital struc-
ture’’ after ‘‘portfolio’’. 
SEC. 308. FACILITATING NATIONAL SECURITIES 

MARKETS. 
Section 18 of the Securities Act of 1933 

(15 U.S.C. 77r) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 18. EXEMPTION FROM STATE CONTROL OF 

SECURITIES OFFERINGS. 
‘‘(a) EXEMPTION FROM STATE LAW FOR 

REGISTERED SECURITIES.—Except with re-
spect to offerings described in subsection (b) 
and as otherwise specifically provided in this 
section, no law, rule, regulation, order, or 
other administrative action of any State or 
Territory of the United States, or the Dis-
trict of Columbia, or any political subdivi-
sion thereof— 

‘‘(1) requiring, or with respect to, reg-
istration or qualification of securities or se-
curities transactions shall directly or indi-
rectly apply to an offering subject to a reg-
istration statement filed pursuant to this 
title; 

‘‘(2) shall directly or indirectly prohibit, 
limit, or impose conditions upon the use of 
any offering document, including any pro-
spectus contained in a registration state-

ment that has been filed with the Commis-
sion; or 

‘‘(3) shall directly or indirectly prohibit, 
limit, or impose conditions upon the offer or 
sale of any security registered with the Com-
mission under this title based on the merits 
of such offering or issuer. 

‘‘(b) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN OFFER-
INGS.—Except with respect to a security of 
an investment company that is registered 
under the Investment Company Act of 1940, 
the provisions of subsection (a) shall not 
apply to— 

‘‘(1) an offering— 
‘‘(A) by an issuer that is a blank check 

company, as defined in section 7(b), or a di-
rect participation investment program; 

‘‘(B) of penny stock; or 
‘‘(C) giving effect to a limited partner-

ship rollup transaction; 
‘‘(2) an offering of a security, if a person 

associated with the offering is subject to a 
statutory disqualification, as defined in sec-
tion 3(a)(39) of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934, or any substantially equivalent State 
law; or 

‘‘(3) an offering of a security that— 
‘‘(A) is not listed on the New York Stock 

Exchange, the American Stock Exchange, or 
the National Market Segment of the Na-
tional Association of Securities Dealers 
Automated Quotation System Stock Market; 

‘‘(B) is not listed, authorized for listing, 
or authorized for trading on a national secu-
rities exchange (or tier or segment thereof) 
that has standards for listing or for trading 
authorization that the Commission deter-
mines, by rule (on its own initiative or on 
the basis of a petition), are substantially 
similar to the standards for listing or for 
trading authorization that are applicable to 
securities described in subparagraph (A); or 

‘‘(C) will not be listed or authorized for 
trading as described in subparagraph (A) or 
(B) upon completion of the transaction. 

‘‘(c) EXEMPTION FROM STATE LAW FOR 
TRANSACTIONS IN SECURITIES WITH QUALIFIED 
PURCHASERS.—Notwithstanding subsection 
(b), subsection (a) shall apply with respect to 
offers and sales to qualified purchasers, as 
defined by the Commission. 

‘‘(d) PRESERVATION OF FILING REQUIRE-
MENTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section 
shall prohibit the securities commission (or 
any agency or office performing like func-
tions) of any State or Territory of the 
United States, or the District of Columbia, 
from requiring the filing of any documents 
filed with the Commission pursuant to this 
title solely for notice purposes, along with a 
consent to service of process and requisite 
fee, except that no such filing, consent, or 
fee may be required with respect to securi-
ties, or transactions relating to securities 
that are of the same class, or are senior to 
such a class, as securities described in sub-
section (b)(3). 

‘‘(2) CONTINUED STATE AUTHORITY.—Not-
withstanding paragraph (1), a State or Terri-
tory of the United States, or the District of 
Columbia may continue to collect filing or 
registration fees with respect to securities or 
securities transactions in amounts deter-
mined pursuant to State law as in effect on 
the day before the date of enactment of the 
Securities Investment Promotion Act of 1996, 
until otherwise specifically provided under a 
State law enacted on or after that date of en-
actment. 

‘‘(e) PRESERVATION OF STATE AUTHOR-
ITY.—Nothing in this section shall affect the 
jurisdiction of the securities commission (or 
any agency or office performing like func-
tions) of any State or Territory of the 
United States, or the District of Columbia 
pursuant to the laws of such State or Terri-
tory, with respect to any fraud or broker- 

dealer conduct in connection with securities 
or securities transactions.’’. 
SEC. 309. REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY. 

(a) UNDER THE SECURITIES ACT OF 1933.— 
Title I of the Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C. 
77a et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 28. GENERAL EXEMPTIVE AUTHORITY. 

‘‘The Commission, by rule or regulation, 
may conditionally or unconditionally ex-
empt any person, security, or transaction, or 
any class or classes of persons, securities, or 
transactions, from any provision or provi-
sions of this title or of any rule or regulation 
issued under this title, to the extent that 
such exemption is necessary or appropriate 
in the public interest, and is consistent with 
the protection of investors.’’. 

(b) UNDER THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT 
OF 1934.—Title I of the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78a et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘SEC. 36. GENERAL EXEMPTIVE AUTHORITY. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the Commission, by rule, reg-
ulation, or order, may conditionally or un-
conditionally exempt any person, security, 
or transaction, or any class or classes of per-
sons, securities, or transactions, from any 
provision or provisions of this title or of any 
rule or regulation issued under this title, to 
the extent that such exemption is necessary 
or appropriate in the public interest, and is 
consistent with the protection of investors. 
The Commission shall, by rule or regulation, 
determine the procedures under which an ex-
emptive order under this section shall be 
granted and may, in its sole discretion, de-
cline to entertain any application for an 
order of exemption under this section. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATION.—The Commission may 
not, under this section, exempt any person, 
security, or transaction, or any class or 
classes of persons, securities, or transactions 
from section 15C or the rules or regulations 
issued thereunder or (for purposes of section 
15C and the rules and regulations issued 
thereunder) from the definitions in para-
graphs (42), (43), (44), or (45) of section 3(a).’’. 
SEC. 310. ANALYSIS OF ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF 

REGULATION. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out the Economic Analysis Program, 
including funding for the Office of Economic 
Analysis of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, $6,000,000 for fiscal year 1997, 
and $6,000,000 for fiscal year 1998. 

(b) ANALYSIS OF ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF 
REGULATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chief Economist of 
the Commission shall prepare a report on 
each proposed regulation of the Commission. 
Such report shall be provided to each Com-
missioner and shall be published in the Fed-
eral Register before any such regulation of 
the Commission may become effective. 

(2) REPORT CONTENTS.—The report re-
quired by this subsection shall include— 

(A) an analysis of the likely effects of the 
proposed regulation on the economy of the 
United States, and particularly upon the se-
curities markets and the participants in 
those markets; and 

(B) the estimated impact of the proposed 
regulation upon economic and market be-
havior, including any impact on market li-
quidity, the costs of investment, and the fi-
nancial risks of investment. 
SEC. 311. PRIVATIZATION OF EDGAR. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Commission shall 
submit to the Congress a report on the Elec-
tronic Data Gathering Analysis and Re-
trieval System consisting of the Commis-
sion’s plan for promoting competition and 
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innovation of the system through privatiza-
tion of all or any part of the system. Such 
plan shall include such recommendations for 
action as may be necessary to implement the 
plan. 
SEC. 312. IMPROVING COORDINATION OF SUPER-

VISION. 
Section 17 of the Securities Exchange 

Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78q) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(i) COORDINATION OF EXAMINING AU-
THORITIES.— 

‘‘(1) OBJECTIVE.—The Commission and 
the examining authorities shall promote ef-
fective and efficient oversight of the activi-
ties of brokers and dealers, avoiding redun-
dancy, while maintaining the highest level 
of examination and oversight quality. 

‘‘(2) ELIMINATION OF DUPLICATION.—The 
Commission and the examining authorities, 
through cooperation and coordination of ex-
amination and oversight activities, shall 
eliminate any unnecessary and burdensome 
duplication in the examination process. 

‘‘(3) COORDINATION OF EXAMINATIONS.— 
The Commission and the examining authori-
ties shall share such information, including 
reports of examinations, customer complaint 
information, and other nonpublic regulatory 
information, as appropriate to foster a co-
ordinated approach to regulatory oversight 
of brokers and dealers that are subject to ex-
amination by more than one examining au-
thority. 

‘‘(4) EXAMINATIONS FOR CAUSE.—At any 
time, any examining authority may conduct 
an examination for cause of any broker or 
dealer subject to its jurisdiction. 

‘‘(5) CONFIDENTIALITY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of sec-

tion 24 shall apply to the sharing of informa-
tion in accordance with this subsection. The 
Commission shall take appropriate action 
under section 24(c) to assure that such infor-
mation is not inappropriately disclosed. 

‘‘(B) APPROPRIATE DISCLOSURE NOT PRO-
HIBITED.—Nothing in this paragraph shall au-
thorize the Commission or any examining 
authority to withhold information from the 
Congress, or prevent the Commission or any 
examining authority from complying with a 
request for information from any other Fed-
eral department or agency requesting the in-
formation for purposes within the scope of 
its jurisdiction, or complying with an order 
of a court of the United States in an action 
brought by the United States or the Commis-
sion. 

‘‘(6) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘examining authority’ 
means the self-regulatory organizations reg-
istered with the Commission under this title 
(other than registered clearing agencies) 
with the authority to examine, inspect, and 
otherwise oversee the activities of a reg-
istered broker or dealer.’’. 
SEC. 313. INCREASED ACCESS TO FOREIGN BUSI-

NESS INFORMATION. 
(a) THE SECURITIES ACT OF 1993.—Section 

2(3) of the Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C. 
77b(3)) is amended in the third sentence— 

(1) by striking ‘‘not include preliminary’’ 
and inserting ‘‘not include (A) preliminary’’; 
and 

(2) by inserting before the period ‘‘; or (B) 
solely for purposes of section 5, press con-
ferences held outside of the United States, 
public meetings with issuer representatives 
conducted outside of the United States, or 
press related materials released outside of 
the United States in which an offshore offer-
ing is discussed, irrespective of whether jour-
nalists from the United States or journalists 
for publications (including on-line services) 
with circulation in the United States attend 
such press conferences or meetings or re-
ceive such press related materials.’’. 

(b) THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 
1934.—Section 14 of the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78n) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(i) TREATMENT OF PRESS RELATED MA-
TERIALS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any person making a 
tender offer for, or a request or invitation for 
tenders of, the securities of a foreign issuer 
may grant journalists from the United 
States or journalists for publications (in-
cluding on-line services) with circulation in 
the United States access to press conferences 
occurring outside of the United States, meet-
ings with its representatives conducted out-
side of the United States, or press related 
materials released outside of the United 
States in which an offshore tender offer is 
discussed, without being deemed to have 
used the jurisdictional means specified in 
subsection (d)(1) or becoming subject to any 
regulations promulgated by the Commission, 
pursuant to subsection (e) of this section or 
section 13(e), or otherwise, that relate to 
tender offers or requests or invitations for 
tenders. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘foreign issuer’ means 
any corporation or other organization— 

‘‘(A) that is incorporated or organized 
under the laws of any foreign country; or 

‘‘(B) the principal place of business of 
which is located in a foreign country.’’. 
SEC. 314. SHORT-FORM REGISTRATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Commission shall amend Form S–3 (17 C.F.R. 
239.13, relating to registration under the Se-
curities Act of 1933, of securities of certain 
issuers offered pursuant to certain types of 
transactions) to allow such form, or its 
equivalent, to be used for primary offerings 
by a registrant if— 

(1) the outstanding stock of the reg-
istrant held by nonaffiliates of the registrant 
has an adequate aggregate market value, as 
determined by the Commission; and 

(2) such registrant otherwise meets the 
eligibility requirements for registration 
using such form, or its equivalent. 

(b) ADJUSTMENTS.—Any adjustment to 
the adequate aggregate market value thresh-
old referred to in subsection (a)(1) by the 
Commission following the date of enactment 
of this Act shall apply equally to voting and 
nonvoting common shares and such other se-
curities as the Commission shall establish. 

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘stock’’ includes voting and 
nonvoting common shares, and such other 
securities as the Commission shall establish. 
SEC. 315. CHURCH EMPLOYEE PENSION PLANS. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO THE INVESTMENT COM-
PANY ACT OF 1940.—Section 3(c) of the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–3(c)) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(14) Any church plan described in sec-
tion 414(e) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, if, under any such plan, no part of the 
assets may be used for, or diverted to, pur-
poses other than the exclusive benefit of plan 
participants or beneficiaries, or any com-
pany or account that is— 

‘‘(A) established by a person that is eligi-
ble to establish and maintain such a plan 
under section 414(e) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986; and 

‘‘(B) substantially all of the activities of 
which consist of— 

‘‘(i) managing or holding assets contrib-
uted to such church plans or other assets 
which are permitted to be commingled with 
the assets of church plans under the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986; or 

‘‘(ii) administering or providing benefits 
pursuant to church plans.’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT TO THE SECURITIES ACT OF 
1933.—Section 3(a) of the Securities Act of 
1933 (15 U.S.C. 77c(a)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(13) Any security issued by or any inter-
est or participation in any church plan, com-
pany or account that is excluded from the 
definition of an investment company under 
section 3(c)(14) of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940.’’. 

(c) AMENDMENTS TO THE SECURITIES EX-
CHANGE ACT OF 1934.— 

(1) EXEMPTED SECURITIES.—Section 
3(a)(12)(A) of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c(a)(12)(A)) is amended— 

(A) in clause (v), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(B) by redesignating clause (vi) as clause 
(vii); and 

(C) by inserting after clause (v) the fol-
lowing new clause: 

‘‘(vi) solely for purposes of sections 12, 13, 
14, and 16 of this title, any security issued by 
or any interest or participation in any 
church plan, company, or account that is ex-
cluded from the definition of an investment 
company under section 3(c)(14) of the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940; and’’. 

(2) EXEMPTION FROM BROKER-DEALER PRO-
VISIONS.—Section 3 of the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(f) CHURCH PLANS.—No church plan de-
scribed in section 414(e) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986, no person or entity eligi-
ble to establish and maintain such a plan 
under the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, no 
company or account that is excluded from 
the definition of an investment company 
under section 3(c)(14) of the Investment Com-
pany Act of 1940, and no trustee, director, of-
ficer or employee of or volunteer for such 
plan, company, account person, or entity, 
acting within the scope of that person’s em-
ployment or activities with respect to such 
plan, shall be deemed to be a ‘broker’, ‘deal-
er’, ‘municipal securities broker’, ‘municipal 
securities dealer’, ‘government securities 
broker’, ‘government securities dealer’, 
‘clearing agency’, or ‘transfer agent’ for pur-
poses of this title— 

‘‘(1) solely because such plan, company, 
person, or entity buys, holds, sells, trades in, 
or transfers securities or acts as an inter-
mediary in making payments in connection 
with transactions in securities for its own 
account in its capacity as trustee or admin-
istrator of, or otherwise on behalf of, or for 
the account of, any church plan, company, or 
account that is excluded from the definition 
of an investment company under section 
3(c)(14) of the Investment Company Act of 
1940; and 

‘‘(2) if no such person or entity receives 
a commission or other transaction-related 
sales compensation in connection with any 
activities conducted in reliance on the ex-
emption provided by this subsection.’’. 

(d) AMENDMENT TO THE INVESTMENT AD-
VISERS ACT OF 1940.—Section 203(b) of the In-
vestment Advisers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80b– 
3(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) any plan described in section 414(e) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, any 
person or entity eligible to establish and 
maintain such a plan under the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986, or any trustee, director, 
officer, or employee of or volunteer for any 
such plan or person, if such person or entity 
provides investment advice exclusively to 
any plan, person, or entity or any company, 
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account, or fund that is excluded from the 
definition of an investment company under 
section 3(c)(14) of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940.’’. 

(e) AMENDMENT TO THE TRUST INDENTURE 
ACT OF 1939.—Section 304(a)(4)(A) of the 
Trust Indenture Act of 1939 (15 U.S.C. 
77ddd(4)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘or (11)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘(11), or (14)’’. 

(f) PROTECTION OF CHURCH EMPLOYEE 
BENEFIT PLANS UNDER STATE LAW.— 

(1) REGISTRATION REQUIREMENTS.—Any 
security issued by or any interest or partici-
pation in any church plan, company, or ac-
count that is excluded from the definition of 
an investment company under section 
3(c)(14) of the Investment Company Act of 
1940, as added by subsection (a) of this sec-
tion, and any offer, sale, or purchase thereof, 
shall be exempt from any law of a State that 
requires registration or qualification of secu-
rities. 

(2) TREATMENT OF CHURCH PLANS.—No 
church plan described in section 414(e) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, no person or 
entity eligible to establish and maintain 
such a plan under the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986, no company or account that is ex-
cluded from the definition of an investment 
company under section 3(c)(14) of the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940, as added by sub-
section (a) of this section, and no trustee, di-
rector, officer, or employee of or volunteer 
for any such plan, person, entity, company, 
or account shall be required to qualify, reg-
ister, or be subject to regulation as an in-
vestment company or as a broker, dealer, in-
vestment adviser, or agent under the laws of 
any State solely because such plan, person, 
entity, company, or account buys, holds, 
sells, or trades in securities for its own ac-
count or in its capacity as a trustee or ad-
ministrator of or otherwise on behalf of, or 
for the account of, or provides investment 
advice to, for, or on behalf of, any such plan, 
person, or entity or any company or account 
that is excluded from the definition of an in-
vestment company under section 3(c)(14) of 
the Investment Company Act of 1940, as 
added by subsection (a) of this section. 

(g) AMENDMENT TO THE INVESTMENT COM-
PANY ACT OF 1940.—Section 30 of the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a–29) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsections: 

‘‘(g) DISCLOSURE TO CHURCH PLAN PAR-
TICIPANTS.—A person that maintains a 
church plan that is excluded from the defini-
tion of an investment company solely by rea-
son of section 3(c)(14) shall provide disclo-
sure to plan participants, in writing, and not 
less frequently than annually, and for new 
participants joining such a plan after May 
31, 1996, prior to joining such plan, that— 

‘‘(1) the plan, or any company or account 
maintained to manage or hold plan assets 
and interests in such plan, company, or ac-
count, are not subject to registration, regu-
lation, or reporting under this title, the Se-
curities Act of 1933, the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934, or State securities laws; and 

‘‘(2) plan participants and beneficiaries 
therefore will not be afforded the protections 
of those provisions. 

‘‘(h) NOTICE TO COMMISSION.—The Com-
mission may issue rules and regulations to 
require any person that maintains a church 
plan that is excluded from the definition of 
an investment company solely by reason of 
section 3(c)(14) to file a notice with the Com-
mission containing such information and in 
such form as the Commission may prescribe 
as necessary or appropriate in the public in-
terest or consistent with the protection of 
investors.’’. 
SEC. 316. PROMOTING GLOBAL PREEMINENCE OF 

AMERICAN SECURITIES MARKETS. 
It is the sense of the Congress that— 

(1) the United States and foreign securi-
ties markets are increasingly becoming 
international securities markets, as issuers 
and investors seek the benefits of new cap-
ital and secondary market opportunities 
without regard to national borders; 

(2) as issuers seek to raise capital across 
national borders, they confront differing ac-
counting requirements in the various regu-
latory jurisdictions; 

(3) the establishment of a high-quality 
comprehensive set of generally accepted 
international accounting standards in cross- 
border securities offerings would greatly fa-
cilitate international financing activities 
and, most significantly, would enhance the 
ability of foreign corporations to access and 
list in United States markets; 

(4) in addition to the efforts made before 
the date of enactment of this Act by the 
Commission to respond to the growing inter-
nationalization of securities markets, the 
Commission should enhance its vigorous sup-
port for the development of high-quality 
international accounting standards as soon 
as practicable; and 

(5) the Commission, in view of its clear 
authority under law to facilitate the access 
of foreign corporations to list their securi-
ties in United States markets, should report 
to the Congress, not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, on 
progress in the development of international 
accounting standards and the outlook for 
successful completion of a set of inter-
national standards that would be acceptable 
to the Commission for offerings and listings 
by foreign corporations in United States 
markets. 
SEC. 317. BROKER-DEALER EXEMPTION FROM 

STATE LAW FOR CERTAIN 
DE MINIMIS TRANSACTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 15 of the Secu-
rities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78o) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(h) EXEMPTION FROM STATE LAW FOR 
CERTAIN DE MINIMIS TRANSACTIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No law, rule, regula-
tion, or order, or other administrative action 
of any State or political subdivision thereof 
may prohibit an associated person of a 
broker or dealer from affecting a transaction 
described in paragraph (2) for a customer in 
such State if— 

‘‘(A) such associated person is not ineli-
gible to register with such State for any rea-
son other than such a transaction; 

‘‘(B) such associated person is registered 
with a registered securities association and 
at least one State; and 

‘‘(C) the broker or dealer with which 
such person is associated is registered with 
such State. 

‘‘(2) DESCRIBED TRANSACTIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A transaction is de-

scribed in this paragraph if— 
‘‘(i) such transaction is effected— 
‘‘(I) on behalf of a customer that, for 30 

days prior to the day of the transaction, 
maintained an account with the broker or 
dealer; and 

‘‘(II) by an associated person of the 
broker or dealer— 

‘‘(aa) to which the customer was assigned 
for 14 days prior to the day of the trans-
action; and 

‘‘(bb) who is registered with a State in 
which the customer was a resident or was 
present for at least 30 consecutive days dur-
ing the one-year period prior to the day of 
the transaction; 

‘‘(ii) the transaction is effected— 
‘‘(I) on behalf of a customer that, for 30 

days prior to the day of the transaction, 
maintains an account with the broker or 
dealer; and 

‘‘(II) within the period beginning on the 
date on which such associated person files an 
application for registration with the State in 
which the transaction is effected and ending 
on the earlier of— 

‘‘(aa) 60 days after the date on which the 
application is filed; or 

‘‘(bb) the date on which such State noti-
fies the associated person that it has denied 
the application for registration or has stayed 
the pendency of the application for cause. 

‘‘(B) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A)(i)(II)— 

‘‘(i) each of up to 3 associated persons of 
a broker or dealer who are designated to ef-
fect transactions during the absence or un-
availability of the principal associated per-
son for a customer may be treated as an as-
sociated person to which such customer is 
assigned; and 

‘‘(ii) if the customer is present in another 
State for 30 or more consecutive days or has 
permanently changed his or her residence to 
another State, a transaction is not described 
in this paragraph, unless the association per-
son of the broker or dealer files an applica-
tion for registration with such State not 
later than 10 business days after the later of 
the date of the transaction, or the date of 
the discovery of the presence of the customer 
in the other State for 30 or more consecutive 
days or the change in the customer’s resi-
dence.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 
28(a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(15 U.S.C. 78bb(a)) is amended by striking 
‘‘Nothing’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as other-
wise specifically provided in this title, noth-
ing’’. 
SEC. 318. STUDIES AND REPORTS. 

(a) IMPACT OF TECHNOLOGICAL AD-
VANCES.— 

(1) STUDY.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall 

conduct a study of— 
(i) the impact of technological advances 

and the use of on-line information systems 
on the securities markets; 

(ii) how such technologies have changed 
the way in which the securities markets op-
erate; and 

(iii) any steps taken by the Commission 
to address such changes. 

(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In conducting the 
study under subparagraph (A), the Commis-
sion shall consider how the Commission has 
adapted its enforcement policies and prac-
tices in response to technological develop-
ments with regard to— 

(i) disclosure, prospectus delivery, and 
other customer protection regulations; 

(ii) intermediaries and exchanges in the 
domestic and international financial services 
industry; 

(iii) reporting by issuers, including com-
munications with holders of securities; 

(iv) the relationship of the Commission 
with other national regulatory authorities 
and organizations to improve coordination 
and cooperation; and 

(v) the relationship of the Commission 
with State regulatory authorities and orga-
nizations to improve coordination and co-
operation. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Com-
mission shall submit a report to the Con-
gress on the results of the study conducted 
under paragraph (1). 

(b) SHAREHOLDER PROPOSALS.— 
(1) STUDY.—The Commission shall con-

duct a study of— 
(A) whether shareholder access to proxy 

statements pursuant to section 14 of the Se-
curities Exchange Act of 1934 has been im-
paired by recent statutory, judicial, or regu-
latory changes; and 
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(B) the ability of shareholders to have 

proposals relating to corporate practices and 
social issues included as part of proxy state-
ments. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Com-
mission shall submit a report to the Con-
gress on the results of the study conducted 
under paragraph (1), together with any rec-
ommendations for regulatory or legislative 
changes that it considers necessary to im-
prove shareholder access to proxy state-
ments. 

(c) PREFERENCING.— 
(1) STUDY.—The Commission shall con-

duct a study of the impact on investors and 
the national market system of the practice 
known as ‘‘preferencing’’ on one or more reg-
istered securities exchanges, including con-
sideration of— 

(A) how preferencing impacts— 
(i) the execution prices received by retail 

securities customers whose orders are 
preferenced; and 

(ii) the ability of retail securities cus-
tomers in all markets to obtain executions 
of their limit orders in preferenced securi-
ties; and 

(B) the costs of preferencing to such cus-
tomers. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Commission shall submit a report to the 
Congress on the results of the study con-
ducted under paragraph (1). 

(3) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘‘preferencing’’ refers to 
the practice of a broker acting as a dealer on 
a national securities exchange, directing the 
orders of customers to buy or sell securities 
to itself for execution under rules that per-
mit the broker to take priority in execution 
over same-priced orders or quotations en-
tered prior in time. 

f 

MARK O. HATFIELD UNITED 
STATES COURTHOUSE 

The text of the bill (S. 1636) to des-
ignate the United States Courthouse 
under construction at 1030 Southwest 
3d Avenue, Portland, OR, as the ‘‘Mark 
O. Hatfield United States Courthouse,’’ 
and for other purposes, as passed by the 
Senate on June 27, 1996, is as follows: 

S. 1636 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF MARK O. HATFIELD 

UNITED STATES COURTHOUSE. 
The United States Courthouse under con-

struction at 1030 Southwest 3rd Avenue in 
Portland, Oregon, shall be known and des-
ignated as the ‘‘Mark O. Hatfield United 
States Courthouse’’. 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the courthouse referred to 
in section 1 shall be deemed to be a reference 
to the ‘‘Mark O. Hatfield United States 
Courthouse’’. 
SEC. 3. EXTENSION OF FDR MEMORIAL MEMBER 

TERMS. 
The first section of the Act entitled ‘‘An 

Act to establish a commission to formulate 
plans for a memorial to Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt’’, approved August 11, 1955 (69 
Stat. 694) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: ‘‘A Commissioner who 
ceases to be a Member of the Senate or the 
House of Representatives may, with the ap-
proval of the appointing authority, continue 
to serve as a Commissioner for a period of up 

to one year after he or she ceases to be a 
Member of the Senate or the House of Rep-
resentatives.’’. 
SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect on January 3, 
1997. 

f 

COMPLIMENTS TO THE MAJORITY 
LEADER AND MANAGERS OF THE 
BILL 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, at the 

conclusion of this week, I compliment 
the majority leader, Senator LOTT, for 
his leadership and tireless efforts to 
get a lot of things moving. After a long 
week, a lot of work was done to com-
plete, for all practical purposes, the 
Department of Defense bill, which we 
will be voting on early when we return. 

Also, I wish to compliment Senator 
DASCHLE and Senator NUNN, as well as 
Senator THURMOND, Senator MCCAIN, 
and Senator WARNER for their leader-
ship in passing this very important 
bill. They have put in a lot of effort 
and time in the last couple of days. 
Some were wondering whether or not 
we would be able to pass the bill. 

In addition, I compliment the major-
ity leader, because during the process 
this week, he was able to break the log-
jam on the minimum wage bill. Again, 
that was one that we have been wres-
tling with for a long time, and we will 
be voting on that when we return for 
debate on July 8 and a vote on the July 
9, as well as action on the TEAM bill. 
I compliment him on that. 

It is a little disappointing that we 
have not yet made greater progress on 
the so-called health bill, the Kasse-
baum-Kennedy bill. As a matter of 
fact, there has been an objection placed 
by Democrat Members on appointing 
conferees. That is very unusual. It has 
been 40 some days now that they have 
opposed appointing conferees on that 
piece of legislation. I hope they will re-
consider. I heard Senator KENNEDY 
speaking on that earlier today. He was 
critical of the medical savings ac-
counts provisions. I think we made a 
very generous offer on medical savings 
accounts. Hopefully, that will be re-
solved and we can complete action on 
that bill which will solve a lot of prob-
lems for preexisting illnesses and cov-
erage for small business, allowing de-
ductibility. That is important legisla-
tion that is broadly supported by Con-
gress. Hopefully, we will have ap-
pointees and go to conference. 

By and large, I compliment the ma-
jority leader. He has had a very active 
and successful week. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider cal-
endar No. 563, the nomination of Chris-
topher Hill; that the Senate proceed to 
a vote on the nomination, and fol-
lowing the vote, the President be im-
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac-
tion, and the Senate immediately re-
turn to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nomination was considered and 
confirmed, as follows: 

Christopher Robert Hill, of Rhode Island, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv-
ice, Class of Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I an-
nounce for the benefit of the Senate 
that the Senator from Kentucky, Sen-
ator MCCONNELL, votes in the negative 
on the confirmation of Mr. Hill, and I 
ask that his statement be placed in the 
RECORD at this point as if read. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, for 
several months, I have tried to get a 
straight answer from the administra-
tion on the legal justification for the 
deployment of United States troops 
under United Nations’ command in 
Macedonia. While the soldiers have a 
mission, I do not believe they have a 
clear, legal mandate. 

The question of our involvement in 
Macedonia was first brought to my at-
tention by Ron Ray, a constituent of 
mine who is representing Michael New. 
Apparently, Michael New asked his 
commanding officer to provide some 
explanation as to why an American 
Army specialist was being asked to 
wear a U.N. uniform and deploy to 
Macedonia under the U.N. flag. 

In a recent hearing with Ambassador 
Madeliene Albright, usually one of the 
more plain spoken members of the 
President’s foreign policy team, we re-
viewed the procedures for deploying 
American troops under the U.N. flag. 
She offered the view that while there 
were clear guidelines defining chapter 
VII deployments, using chapter VI to 
justify a mission had evolved as a mat-
ter of U.N. custom and tradition. 

Since 1948, 27 peace operations have 
been authorized by the U.N. Security 
Council. In addition to being author-
ized by a specific chapter of the U.N. 
Charter, U.S. troop deployments must 
be authorized consistent with U.S. 
legal requirements spelled out in the 
United Nations Participation Act. 

In July 1993, President Clinton wrote 
the Congress stating, 

U.N. Security Council Resolution 795 es-
tablished the UNPROFOR Macedonia mis-
sion under a chapter VI of the U.N. Charter 
and UNPROFOR Macedonia is a 
peacekeeking force under chapter VI of the 
Charter. 

But this assertion is not substan-
tiated by the record of resolutions and 
reports passed by the United Nations. 

Between 1991 and the end of 1995, the 
United Nations passed 97 Security 
Council resolutions related to the 
former Yugoslavia. In addition, 13 re-
ports were issued by to U.N. Secretary 
General relative to the mandate of the 
UNPROFOR Macedonia operation. 
None of these resolutions or reports 
mention a chapter VI mandate for Mac-
edonia. In fact, there are 27 resolutions 
which specifically refer to UNPROFOR, 
which includes Macedonia, as chapter 
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VII. It is worth pointing to just one of 
these resolutions which states that the 
U.N. Security Council was: 

Determined to ensure the security of 
UNPROFOR and its freedom of movement 
for all its missions (i.e. Macedonia) and to 
these ends was acting under chapter VII of 
the charter of the United Nations. 

In spite of the record, the adminis-
tration continues to insist that Mac-
edonia is a chapter VI operation. When 
I asked them to document this deter-
mination, I was provided the following 
guidance by the Acting Assistant Sec-
retary of State: 

The U.N. Charter authority underlying the 
mandate of a U.N. peace operation depends 
on an interpretation of the relevant resolu-
tions of the U.N. Security Council. As a mat-
ter of tradition, the Security Council explic-
itly refers to a ‘‘chapter VII’’ when it author-
izes an enforcement operation under that 
chapter. The absence of a reference to chap-
ter VII in a resolution authorizing or estab-
lishing a peacekeeping operation thus indi-
cates that the operation is not considered by 
the Security Council to be an enforcement 
operation. Neither does the Security Council 
refer explicitly to ‘‘chapter VI’’ in its resolu-
tions pertaining to peacekeeping operations. 
This practice evolved over time as a means 
for the Security Council to develop practical 
responses to problems without unnecessarily 
invoking the full panoply of provisions re-
garding the use of force under chapter VII, 
and without triggering other Charter provi-
sions that might impede Member States on 
the Security Council if chapter VI were ref-
erenced. 

In essence, what this explanation 
means is U.S. troops can be deployed in 
harm’s way as a matter of U.N. tradi-
tion rather than U.S. law. It means 
U.S. soldiers are deployed in a combat 
zone with an absence of reference to 
the actual legal mandate because the 
U.N. Security Council does not want to 
refer explicitly to chapter VI due to a 
reluctance to inconvenience Member 
states on the Security Council. 

Mr. President, let me try to add a lit-
tle clarity to just what the Acting As-
sistant Secretary means when stating 
the administration does not want to in-
voke a panoply of provisions regarding 
the use of force. In simple English, 
when a chapter VII mission is author-
ized by the United Nations, U.S. law re-
quires the operation to be approved by 
the Congress. In simple terms, the 
State Department is using a chapter VI 
designation to avoid having to come to 
the Congress to justify the financial 
and military burden the United States 
has assumed in Macedonia. 

What the State Department calls a 
panoply of provisions problem, I call 
surrendering U.S. interests to U.N. 
command. This is not the first time 
Congress has been circumvented. I had 
hoped the administration had learned 
from our experience in Somalia. I had 
hoped the tragic loss of life would help 
the President understand the value and 
importance of a full congressional de-
bate and approval of the merits of de-
ploying American soldiers overseas 
into hostile conditions. Apparently, 
the lesson is lost on this administra-
tion. When the United Nations calls, 

we send our young men and women to 
serve. 

Mr. President, I have taken the time 
to review the circumstances of our 
military involvement in Macedonia, in 
order to explain my vote against Chris 
Hill, the President’s nominee to be our 
Ambassador. While I have no objection 
to Mr. Hill personally, I intend to vote 
against his nomination as a matter of 
principle—to express my strong opposi-
tion to what I view as an unjustified 
U.N. mission with a questionable legal 
mandate that is risking the lives of 
American soldiers. 

I understand that a majority of mem-
bers expressed their desire to move for-
ward with this and several other nomi-
nations, and that the majority leader 
would like to accommodate these re-
quests. I very much appreciate his of-
fering those of us who oppose the ad-
ministration’s continued blind pursuit 
of a misguided U.N. agenda the oppor-
tunity to express our opposition 
through this vote. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now return to legislative ses-
sion. 

f 

MOLLIE BEATTIE WILDERNESS 
AREA ACT 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Energy 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of S. 1899, and further 
that the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1899) entitled the Mollie Beattie 

Wilderness Area Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4434 

(Purpose: To amend S. 1899) 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Mr. MURKOWSKI and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICK-

LES], for Mr. MURKOWSKI, for himself, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, and Mr. GRAHAM, proposes an 
amendment numbered 4434. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert in lieu thereof the following: 
‘‘Section 702(3) of Public Law 94–487 is 

amended by striking ‘‘Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge Wilderness’’ and inserting ‘‘Mol-

lie Beattie Wilderness’’. The Secretary of the 
Interior is authorized to place a monument 
in honor of Mollie Beattie’s contributions to 
fish, wildlife, and waterfowl conservation 
and management at a suitable location that 
he designates within the Mollie Beattie Wil-
derness.’’ 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, like 
many of my colleagues, I rise to ex-
press my profound sadness concerning 
the death last night of Mollie Beattie. 
Until a few weeks ago, Mollie had 
served the Nation as the Director of 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Ms. 
Beattie, who was the Service’s first fe-
male Director, was a very warm and 
talented public servant. She had a gift 
for working with people an was inter-
ested in solving problems; two traits 
that are all too rare in these days of 
partisanship and confrontation. She 
was also a knowledgeable and hard 
working professional who put her con-
siderable training and expertise to 
work every day in dealing with the 
many complex issues facing the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

Ms. Beattie’s dedication to her work 
went beyond the norm, as evidenced by 
her willingness to support new and ex-
citing concepts for fish and wildlife 
protection. Just last year, she traveled 
to Louisiana for a ground-breaking 
ceremony on the research center for 
endangered species, the ACRES facil-
ity, which was dedicated earlier this 
month at the Audubon Institute in New 
Orleans. The facility is dedicated to 
using the latest reproductive tech-
nology to help stem the rising tide of 
extinction among the world’s most 
threatened animals. Her support was 
essential to making this effort a re-
ality. 

Mollie was well liked by all who 
knew her, even those who did not al-
ways agree with her on policy matters 
or her efforts to promote the views of 
the Department of the Interior, be-
cause she reminded us that people in 
public service can disagree without 
being disagreeable. That is a good les-
son for all of us to think about, Mr. 
President, as we remember Mollie and 
mourn her loss. 

My thoughts and prayers, and those 
of my colleagues, are with Mollie’s 
family and friends. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
am saddened to hear that Mollie 
Beattie died last night after a year- 
long battle against brain cancer. Mol-
lie was the first female Director of the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
served in that position until earlier 
this month. I wish to offer my condo-
lences to her husband Rick Schwolsky 
of Grafton, VT, and to her mother, Pa-
tricia Beattie and sister, Jane Beattie, 
both of Ketchum, ID. 

I appreciated Mollie’s honesty and 
candor with me and my staff, whether 
in public hearings before a committee 
or in a private meeting in my office. 
All of my experiences with Mollie were 
positive. While we didn’t always ap-
proach a situation from the same per-
spective, we shared the common goal of 
doing what is right for species and peo-
ple. 
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When Mollie testified on the role of 

recovery in the Endangered Species 
Act before my Drinking Water, Fish-
eries and Wildlife Subcommittee last 
year, we found that the goals we envi-
sioned for endangered species were very 
much in harmony. 

I agreed with her testimony that, 
‘‘Recovery is the soul and the purpose 
of the Endangered Species Act.’’ In 
fact, one of my principles of ESA re-
form is to return to the original intent 
of the act, which was to recover spe-
cies. And on our watch, we have been 
making progress toward that purpose. 

Director Beattie was active in nego-
tiations with Senators CHAFEE, BAU-
CUS, REID and me on a number of bipar-
tisan changes to the Endangered Spe-
cies Act. Prominent among these im-
provements is a new, more rigorous re-
covery section. If made a part of the 
law, the new recovery planning process 
will actually recover species and make 
them once again a part of a healthy 
biologically diverse habitat. 

I want to recognize the firmness and 
clarity of purpose that Mollie Beattie 
brought to the process of negotiating a 
reformed Endangered Species Act. Now 
it is up to the rest of us to get this re-
form passed and implemented. I can’t 
think of a better tribute to her than to 
make real progress toward recovery of 
the species that she clearly cared about 
very much. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, it is 
with great sadness and regret that I 
rise today in support of S. 1899, a bill to 
name the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge Wilderness for Mollie Beattie, the 
former Director of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. As most of you now 
know, Mollie passed away last night 
after a long battle with brain cancer. 

She fought that battle gallantly with 
great courage and dignity, just as she 
had fought so hard for this Nation’s 
fish and wildlife resources during her 
recent tenure as the first woman Direc-
tor of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice. I extend my heartfelt condolences 
to her husband Rick Schwolsky, and 
the rest of her family. 

Mr. President, the Nation owes Mol-
lie a deep debt of gratitude. In a time 
of unprecedented challenge to some of 
this Nation’s most important environ-
mental laws, Mollie stepped forward to 
remind us that threatened and endan-
gered species, and the national wildlife 
refuges on which many of those species 
depend, must be protected for future 
generations of Americans to treasure 
and enjoy. It is therefore fitting that 
one of the most magnificent wilderness 
areas in the United States, the Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge Wilderness, be 
named for her. 

I hope my colleagues, on both sides of 
the aisle, will join me and the sponsors 
of this bill in ensuring its quick pas-
sage for signature by President Clin-
ton. It is a small tribute to a truly out-
standing individual who has made an 
invaluable contribution during her life-
time to the benefit of the entire coun-
try. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, last night 
Mollie Beattie passed away after a hard 
battle with cancer throughout which 
she continued to show her dedication 
to the Fish and Wildlife Service and 
her public duty. 

Those who serve in government are 
often maligned and denigrated in to-
day’s press. But Mollie’s example will 
shine as one who committed her life 
and career to the public good. Her life 
was an example of courage and pur-
pose. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, Department of the Interior, and 
the Nation have lost a dedicated public 
servant. 

When Mollie joined the Department 
of the Interior in 1993, she faced serious 
threats by those who wanted to turn 
the clock back on endangered species 
preservation. Mollie persevered and 
initiated necessary administrative re-
form of the Endangered Species Act. 
Her work on habitat and species stew-
ardship is a foundation for future con-
servation efforts. 

I am honored to have known her and 
recognize the service that she bestowed 
the Nation by her energy and focus. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise to pay tribute to Mollie Beattie, 
who embodied the best of government 
service—diplomatic, creative, dedi-
cated and thoughtful. 

Mollie, who recently stepped down as 
Director of the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, passed away last night, after a cou-
rageous fight with brain cancer. 

When Mollie joined the national po-
litical fray as Director about 3 years 
ago, no doubt she knew what she was in 
for. She knew she was jumping into a 
portfolio of among the most conten-
tious national issues—administration 
and reauthorization of the Endangered 
Species Act, the Pacific Northwest for-
est issue, and wetlands and habitat 
protection, to name a few. She didn’t 
back down. Instead, she charged ahead, 
viewing her role as a consensus builder, 
a communicator, an advocate, and a 
pioneer towards a new way of doing 
business. 

She cared deeply about our Nation’s 
fish, our wildlife, our open spaces, our 
forests, indeed, all our natural re-
sources. Her depth of feeling and dedi-
cation gave her the strength to ap-
proach her role as Director with vital-
ity and optimism, even in the face of 
increased budget cuts and intensified 
public scrutiny. And, as is rare in pub-
lic service, she found more admirers 
and accorded more respect every day 
she was on the job. 

She recognized the importance of our 
ecosystem and the species upon which 
it depends, including our own. She rec-
ognized the importance of jobs and the 
economy, upon which we depend as 
well. She sought to work within this 
structure and needs, with the optimism 
and faith that it could be done. 

Mr. President, Mollie said it best 
when she testified to the Senate Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee 
almost 3 years ago, on July 28, 1993: 

I would ask the Service to deliver this 
broad message about the conservation of fish 

and wildlife: that the choice between people 
and animals is not a real one because nature 
binds us to a common fate. We must have 
jobs and development that maintain all spe-
cies, including our own. The public must be 
given faith that this is possible given some 
new ways of thinking and doing business. 

Perhaps the most telling indication 
of Mollie’s extraordinary ability to 
bridge the gap is a survey of the lauda-
tory comments that we are hearing 
today. The Defenders of Wildlife said, 
‘‘Whatever success society ultimately 
achieves in the crucial fight to protect 
endangered species and conserve our 
precious but deteriorating biological 
diversity, it will be due in part to the 
conservation advances for which she 
was directly responsible and to the 
commitment to responsible steward-
ship she inspired in literally thousands 
of friends and admirers.’’ 

And, from the Chairman of the House 
Resources Committee, Congressman 
DON YOUNG: ‘‘She was able to bring all 
sides of an issue to the table in order to 
reach common sense agreements. Be-
cause of this she was respected by all of 
those who knew and worked with her.’’ 

These two comments embody Mol-
lie’s spirit and effectiveness as a lead-
er. 

Today the Senate will pass a bill, 
sponsored by Senators MURKOWSKI, 
STEVENS, LEAHY, and JEFFORDS, to des-
ignate 8 million acres of wilderness in 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, 
the Mollie Beattie Alaska Wilderness 
Area. This bill is a fitting tribute to a 
respected professional and government 
servant. 

Mr. President, Mollie Beattie—con-
servationist, academic, communicator, 
and leader—will be missed. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
know all of my colleagues in the Sen-
ate are saddened to hear of the passing 
last night of Mollie Beattie who, until 
her very recent resignation for medical 
reasons, was Director of the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

She has been a good friend, a devoted 
citizen and public servant, and a cham-
pion for God’s creatures when others 
did not always have the courage and 
grace to step forward. It is my sincere 
hope that her vision of a brighter and 
more abundant future for our Nation’s 
wildlife heritage will become a reality 
for us, and for the many generations of 
Americans that follow. I would like her 
family and her husband, Rick, to know 
that our thoughts and prayers are with 
him, and Mollie, always. 

I am reminded of the quote by Admi-
ral Rickover that: ‘‘the more you sweat 
in peace, the less you bleed in war.’’ I 
think Mollie’s professional life is a tes-
tament to this great truth. She toiled 
as a public servant not just in Federal 
Government, but in State government 
and academia, to ensure that democ-
racy represented our deep concern for 
our wildlife heritage, and that we 
avoided senseless losses that might 
otherwise occur in the heat of conflict. 

She worked to ensure that our sci-
entific knowledge, education, and pub-
lic awareness recognize the values and 
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complexities of our relationship with 
fish and wildlife, and with our broader 
natural heritage. 

It is the real human sacrifice of peo-
ple like Mollie, working day in and day 
out with honesty, integrity, intel-
ligence, and sensitivity, that spares us 
the crisis of mismanagement and ne-
glect that all too often has avoidable, 
irreversible consequences. Much of the 
peace and abundant life we enjoy as 
Americans is founded on such devotion. 

On Monday of this week my good 
friend, Senator STEVENS, honored a 
last request of Mollie’s by introducing 
a bill to name 8 million acres of the 19 
million acre Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge as the Mollie Beattie Wilder-
ness Area. Senator STEVENS is to be 
commended for such a decent and hon-
orable act, and I am pleased to offer 
my support. 

I understand Mollie had a special 
connection with this part of the Brooks 
Range after visiting it a few years ago, 
and that she wished to have her ashes 
spread there. Of all the many special 
natural areas in this Nation Mollie vis-
ited, this pristine landscape on the 
North Slope of Alaska must have made 
the greatest impression on her. 

It is no secret that other parts of this 
refuge have been the source of discord 
in the Senate. But I think it is entirely 
fitting that we might join hands to 
bless one special part of it in Mollie’s 
name. By doing so, we can remember 
that this land was saved in peace and 
remembrance, and not in conflict. 

Mollie will be missed, but not forgot-
ten. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered agreed to, the bill 
be deemed read the third time, passed, 
as amended, the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table, and that any 
statements relating to the bill be 
placed at the appropriate place in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 4434) was agreed 
to. 

The bill (S. 1899), as amended, was 
deemed read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

S. 1899 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That section 702(3) of 
Public Law 96–487 is amended by striking 
‘‘Arctic National Wildlife Refuge Wilder-
ness’’ and inserting ‘‘Mollie Beattie Wilder-
ness’’. The Secretary of the Interior is au-
thorized to place a monument in honor of 
Mollie Beattie’s contributions to fish, wild-
life, and waterfowl conservation and man-
agement at a suitable location that he des-
ignates within the Mollie Beattie Wilder-
ness. 

f 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AD-
MINISTRATIVE REFORM TECH-
NICAL CORRECTIONS ACT 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to immediate consideration of 
Calendar order No. 441, H.R. 2739. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2739) to provide for a represen-

tational allowance for Members of the House 
of Representatives to make technical and 
conforming changes and sundry provisions of 
law in consequence of administrative re-
forms in the House of Representatives, and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the consideration of the 
bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendments be agreed to, the bill be 
deemed read the third time, passed, 
and the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the bill be placed at 
the appropriate place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill (H.R. 2739), as amended, was 
deemed read the third time, and 
passed. 

f 

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the report 104– 
80 to accompany S. 141 be star printed 
with the changes that I understand are 
at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA TO 
ALLOW AN ELECTED LEGISLA-
TURE 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar Order No. 463, Senate 
Resolution 271. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 271) expressing the 

sense of the Senate with respect to the inter-
national obligation of the People’s Republic 
of China to allow an elected legislature in 
Hong Kong after June 30, 1996. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the resolution appear 
at the appropriate place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 271) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, is 

as follows: 
S. RES. 271 

Whereas under the Sino-British Joint Dec-
laration on the Question of Hong Kong of 

1984, the People’s Republic of China will as-
sume sovereignty over Hong Kong on July 1, 
1997. 

Whereas both the People’s Republic of 
China and Great Britain committed them-
selves to the Joint Declaration’s explicit 
provisions for Hong Kong’s future; 

Whereas the Joint Declaration is a binding 
international agreement registered at the 
United Nations that guarantees Hong Kong a 
‘‘high degree of autonomy’’ except in defense 
and foreign affairs, an elected legislature, an 
executive accountable to the elected legisla-
ture, and an independent judiciary with final 
power of adjudication over Hong Kong law; 

Whereas the United States-Hong Kong Pol-
icy Act of 1992 expresses the support of the 
United States Congress for full implementa-
tion of the Joint Declaration and declared 
that— 

(1) the United States has a ‘‘strong interest 
in the continued vitality, prosperity, and 
stability of Hong King’’; 

(2) ‘‘the human rights of the people of Hong 
Kong are of great importance to the United 
States and are directly relevant to United 
States interests in Hong Kong’’; 

(3) ‘‘a fully successful transition in the ex-
ercise of sovereignty over Hong Kong must 
safeguard human rights in and of them-
selves’’; and 

(4) ‘‘human rights also serve as a basis for 
Hong Kong’s continued economic pros-
perity’’; 

Whereas on September 17, 1995, the Legisla-
tive Council was elected for a 4-year term ex-
piring in 1999; 

Whereas the election of Hong Kong’s legis-
lature is the cornerstone of the principle 
that the people of Hong Kong shall enjoy 
‘‘one country, two systems’’ after the Gov-
ernment of the People’s Republic of China 
assumes sovereignty over Hong Kong; and 

Whereas the Government of the People’s 
Republic of China and its appointed Pre-
paratory Committee have announced their 
intention to abolish the elected Legislative 
Council and appoint a provisional legisla-
ture: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That (a) the Senate finds that— 
(1) respect for Hong Kong’s autonomy and 

preservation of its institutions will con-
tribute to the stability and economic pros-
perity of the region; and 

(2) the United States has an interest in 
compliance with treaty obligations. 

(b) It is the sense of the Senate that— 
(1) the People’s Republic of China and the 

United Kingdom should uphold their inter-
national obligations specified in the Joint 
Declaration, including the commitment to 
an elected legislature in Hong Kong after 
June 30, 1997; 

(2) the establishment of an appointed legis-
lature would be a violation of the Joint Dec-
laration, and the People’s Republic of China 
should allow the Legislative Council elected 
in September 1995 to serve its full elected 
term; and 

(3) the President and the Secretary of 
State should communicate to the People’s 
Republic of China and to the Hong Kong gov-
ernment and Legislative Council the full 
support of the United States Government 
and the people of the United States for Hong 
Kong’s autonomy and the interest of the 
United States in full compliance by both the 
People’s Republic of China and Great Britain 
with the Joint Declaration as a matter of 
international law. 

SEC. 2. As used in this resolution, the term 
‘‘Joint Declaration’’ means the Joint Dec-
laration of the Government of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire-
land and the Government of the People’s Re-
public of China on the Question of Hong 
Kong, done at Beijing on December 19, 1984. 

SEC. 3. The Secretary of State shall trans-
mit a copy of this resolution to the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State. 
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PROVIDING FOR THE DISTRIBU-

TION OF THE FILM ‘‘FRAGILE 
RING OF LIFE’’ 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of calendar order No. 464, H.R. 
2070. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2070) to provide for the dis-

tribution within the United States of the 
United States Information Agency film enti-
tled ‘‘Fragile Ring of Life.’’ 

Mr. NICKLES. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be deemed read the 
third time, passed, the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table, and 
that any statements relating to the 
bill be placed in the appropriate place 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 2070) was deemed read 
the third time, and passed. 

f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE PEO-
PLE OF THE REPUBLIC OF SI-
ERRA LEONE 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar Order No. 465, House Concurrent 
Resolution 160. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 160) 

congratulating the people of the Republic of 
Sierra Leone on the success of their recent 
democratic multiparty elections. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the concur-
rent resolution be considered and 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, and that any statements re-
lated to the resolution appear at the 
appropriate place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 160) was agreed to. 

f 

NATIONAL CHILDREN’S ISLAND 
ACT OF 1995 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar Order No. 469, H.R. 
1508. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 1508) to require the transfer of 

title to the District of Columbia of certain 
real property in Anacostia Park to facilitate 
the construction of National Children’s Is-

land, a cultural, educational, and family-ori-
ented park. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there 
are several letters that I would like to 
submit for the RECORD as the Senate 
considers H.R. 1508, the National Chil-
dren’s Island Act. The letters are ad-
dressed to me as chairman of the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee and ex-
press support of both former and cur-
rent elected officials in the District of 
Columbia for this bill. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD the following letters: 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, April 17, 1996. 
Sen. TED STEVENS, 
Senate Hart Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN STEVENS: The National 
Children’s Island Act of 1995, passed the 
House on October 30, 1995 by a unanimous 
voice vote, and I understand that the bill 
will come before your Senate Government 
Affairs Committee tomorrow. I urge passage 
of the bill, which was overwhelmingly passed 
by the D.C. City Council and has the support 
of the city administration. 

H.R. 1508 calls for the transfer of ownership 
of Heritage and portions of Kingman Island, 
located within the Anacostia River, from the 
National Park Service to the District of Co-
lumbia for the purposes of creating a cul-
tural, educational and family oriented-park. 

The National Children’s Island project will 
transform a wasteland area into an edu-
cational park featuring pavilions designed to 
expand awareness in such areas as commu-
nications and computers, medicine, science 
and the environment. It will offer area youth 
a badly needed recreational facility. Fur-
thermore, a share of the park’s revenues 
have been earmarked to provide educational 
opportunities through grants and scholar-
ships for our neighborhood children. 

When the House of Representatives first 
considered this legislation, I met on several 
occasions with residents who were sup-
porters and opponents of the bill, and all 
have contributed to its final version. Over 
the course of several months and countless 
meetings, several valid concerns were raised 
and addressed in the Chairman’s Mark at my 
request: 

A provision specifying that the District of 
Columbia’s review of the project must be in 
full compliance with all provisions of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969; 

A requirement that the National Capital 
Planning Commission review and approve 
the project; 

A prohibition against public parking on 
the Islands; 

A provision requiring National Children’s 
Island to comply with previously agreed 
upon design parameters. Specifically, build-
ings cannot exceed fifty feet in height, and 
no more than five acres can be under roof 
and no more than 23% of the surface can be 
paved; and 

A requirement that National Children’s Is-
land establish an escrow fund to restore the 
lands in the event they are returned to the 
National Park Service. Specifically, they 
must remove any buildings and landscape 
the area. 

National Children’s Island will offer the 
District of Columbia significant economic 
opportunities at a time when, as you know, 
the city is in dire financial condition. For 
example, over 1,700 new, full and part-time 
jobs and an estimated $8.9 million in annual 
sales tax revenues will result. In light of the 
District’s current state of financial crisis, 
the City Council and he city administrators 
have strongly supported the project, and I 
believe that on a home rule basis, it should 
proceed. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON. 

WALTER E. WASHINGTON, 
ATTORNEY AT LAW, 

Washington, DC, May 30, 1996. 
Hon. TED STEVENS, 
Chairman, Senate Governmental Affairs Com-

mittee, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR STEVENS: During my term 

as the first elected mayor of the District of 
Columbia, it was my pleasure to organize the 
City’s Bicentennial Commission to help the 
United States’ 200th birthdate during that 
year-long national celebration. One of the 
projects that the citizens on that commis-
sion strongly recommended was the National 
Children’s Island project. prior to the citi-
zens of the District supporting this project, 
the National Park Service had been trying to 
develop these islands as a part of its overall 
plan for the development of the Anacostia 
River basin for ten years. 

When I heard that your committee was 
about to take up H.R. 1508, the National 
Children’s Island Act of 1995, I was overjoyed 
as it has been a long hard struggle for a very 
worthy project to take so long to become a 
reality. I want to convey my strongest sup-
port for H.R. 1508, and urge your committee 
to move this legislation through the Senate 
as early as is practical. 

As an elected official, you must know how 
frustrating it can be to devote your time and 
energy to worthwhile projects that never see 
the light of day. I held a ground breaking 
ceremony and started initial construction 
and sought major financing for this project 
in 1976 and since that time the project has 
for the most part been tied up in red tape. I 
would very much like to be able to attend 
the opening of the project, which I am as-
sured, only needs this legislation to speed 
into the planning, design and construction 
process. This can only happen with your 
help. 

This project means a great deal to our citi-
zens, as well as to the District’s economic 
base. Please help us get rid of a dump site 
and help us create an environmentally safe, 
attractive, fun-filled learning place for our 
children and their families. 

Sincerely, 
WALTER E. WASHINGTON. 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, DC, June 18, 1996. 

Hon. TED STEVENS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR STEVENS: I am writing to 
emphasize the District of Columbia’s support 
for H.R. 1508, the National Children’s Island 
Act of 1995. 

I strongly urge passage of this legislation 
exactly as it is written. The current lan-
guage of the bill is a result of months and 
even years of discussion, compromise and 
fine-tuning, with input from various sectors: 
the National Park Service, the National Cap-
ital Planning Commission, environmental-
ists, community advocates, the District gov-
ernment and residents of the neighborhoods 
bordering the Children’s Island project. All 
of these entities have had an opportunity to 
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weigh in, and I strongly believe that H.R. 
1508 represents the absolute best compromise 
language possible. H.R. 1508, exactly as it is 
written, protects the environment and the 
interests of the community. It also provides 
the District of Columbia with the ability to 
efficiently take this project to completion. 

National Children’s Island (NCI), is not a 
new concept. In fact, the District has worked 
for more than 20 years with the National 
Children’s Island Inc., a local non-profit or-
ganization, to move this project forward. Un-
fortunately, the National Children’s Island 
project has been paralyzed by overlapping 
layers of Federal and District government 
laws, rules and regulations. H.R. 1508 is de-
signed to eliminate this bureaucratic grid-
lock and simplify a process that has become 
extremely cumbersome and has taken far too 
long to complete. 

The thrust of H.R. 1508 is to make the Na-
tional Children’s Island project, a home-rule, 
District project by transferring legal title of 
Heritage Island and a portion of Kingman Is-
land to the District and by subjecting Chil-
dren’s Island to the laws and regulations of 
the District. In addition, a variety of other 
protective provisions designed to ensure that 
this project moves forward in a responsible 
manner are included in the bill. Some of 
these protections include: 

A provision calling for title to the Islands 
to revert back to the Federal government in 
the event the Islands are converted to a use 
other than as specified. (page 6, lines 13–17). 

Subjecting the National Children’s Island, 
Inc., to the ‘‘Children’s Island Development 
Plan Act of 1993,’’ D.C. Act 10–110, which re-
quires that the National Children’s Island 
project be subject to the review and approval 
of the District Council. (page 2, lines 20–22 
and page 8, lines 17–18). 

Calling for final design plans for National 
Children’s Island to be approved by the Na-
tional Capital Planning Commission, 
(NCPC), and to be in full compliance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, (NEPA), before construction can com-
mence. (page 8, lines 12–21). 

I would like to point out that the National 
Children’s Island project enjoys the over-
whelming support of the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and more than 70 commu-
nity organizations have sent letters in sup-
port of the project. The project is also in full 
compliance with the District of Columbia’s 
Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, DCMR 
Title 10, Section 1735(h) guides the District 
to avoid commercial development that would 
adversely affect the neighborhoods adjacent 
to Kingman Island (Children’s Island) and ex-
plicitly dictates that the parcels be used for 
community and city-wide recreation. In fact, 
the public planning process has advised this 
project from the beginning, and will con-
tinue as a key requirement of the Master 
Planning process. 

For all of these reasons, I therefore ask 
you to support H.R. 1508 in its present form 
and support the District’s effort to bring a 
worthwhile, viable project to our beloved 
District of Columbia and to our children. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARION BARRY, Jr., 

Mayor. 

COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, DC, June 18, 1996. 

Hon. TED STEVENS, Chairman, 
Hon. JOHN GLENN, Ranking Member, 
Senate Governmental Affairs Committee, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN STEVENS AND SENATOR 
GLENN: I am writing to request your support 
for H.R. 1508, the National Children’s Island 
Act of 1995, which was introduced by Con-
gresswoman Eleanor Holmes Norton and ap-
proved by the House of Representatives, and 

which is currently pending in the Senate 
Governmental Affairs Committee. This legis-
lation, which provides for the transfer of the 
ownership of Heritage Island and a portion of 
Kingman Island (‘‘Children’s Island’’) located 
on the Anacostia River from the National 
Park Service to the District of Columbia, 
will facilitate an environmentally sensitive 
development of Children’s Island which will 
provide significant recreational, educational 
and economic benefits for the District of Co-
lumbia. 

A transfer of jurisdiction over this prop-
erty was previously approved by the Council 
of the District of Columbia on July 13, 1993, 
and by the National Capital Planning Com-
mission (‘‘NCPC’’) on January 7, 1993. The 
NCPC found that the proposed use of Chil-
dren’s Island—as a family-oriented rec-
reational and educational park on 32 acres 
and a free children’s playground on 13.5 
acres—would serve to enhance the rec-
reational potential of both the parkland and 
the river, and that the proposed use is con-
sistent with both the Comprehensive Plan 
for the National Capital and the previously 
approved concept plans for this portion of 
the Anacostia park system. 

Although I was not on the Council at the 
time, the Children’s Island Development 
Plan Act of 1993 (D.C. Law 10–57, effective 
November 20, 1993) was unanimously ap-
proved by the Council three years ago. En-
closed for your information is a copy of the 
law, along with the accompanying Report by 
the Council’s Committee of the Whole (‘‘Re-
port’’), which stated: 

The Children’s Island project envisions a 
development which will transform an inac-
cessible, man-made, trash-filled property 
with little redeeming value into an expertly 
designed and beautifully landscaped park 
which has recreational, educational and cul-
tural activities and exhibits for residents 
and tourists of all ages. 

The Report also estimated that the Chil-
dren’s Island project would generate approxi-
mately 1,700 permanent part-time and full- 
time jobs and millions of dollars in des-
perately needed new tax revenues to the Dis-
trict. 

As you may know, D.C. Law 10–57 requires 
that, in addition to all other requirements 
for approvals, permits and procedures which 
are necessary to allow the development of 
Children’s Island, a development plan for 
Children’s Island must be prepared and sub-
mitted to the D.C. Council for review and ap-
proval. The law requires this development 
plan to include, among other information, an 
environmental impact statement (‘‘EIS’’) 
which would identify all measures necessary 
to mitigate or eliminate any adverse im-
pacts from the proposed development. The 
EIS process will ensure that the Children’s 
Island development proposal will be subject 
to full community and governmental partici-
pation in a comprehensive assessment of its 
impacts. 

In summary, I urge your favorable consid-
eration of legislation to facilitate the devel-
opment of Children’s Island as a recreational 
and educational park that will be accessible 
to and enjoyed by millions of area residents 
and visitors to our nation’s capital each 
year. The project offers the opportunity to 
provide the public with an amenity in the 
eastern part of the District that would be 
similar in landscaping, density and cultural 
value as that provided by the National Zoo 
in the western part of our city. Moreover, 
the Children’s Island project—like the pro-
posed arena, convention center and munic-
ipal parking projects in the District each of 
which has required Congressional legislation 
to move forward—is an important compo-
nent in the ongoing effort to revitalize the 

District’s traditional position as the eco-
nomic and cultural heart of this region. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID A. CLARKE, 

Chairman. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the bill be deemed 
read the third time, passed, the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table, 
and that any statements relating to 
the bill be placed at the appropriate 
place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 1508) was deemed read 
for the third time and passed. 

f 

MOST-FAVORED-NATION 
TREATMENT FOR BULGARIA 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of Cal-
endar Order No. 399, H.R. 2853. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows. 
A bill (H.R. 2853) to authorize the exten-

sion of nondiscriminatory treatment (most- 
favored-nation treatment) to the products of 
Bulgaria. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the bill be deemed 
read a third time, passed, the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table, 
and that any statements relating to 
the bill be placed at the appropriate 
place in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 2853) was deemed read 
for the third time, and passed. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to executive session 
to consider the following nominations 
on today’s Executive Calendar en bloc: 
Executive Calendar Nos. 608, 665 
through 674, and all nominations on the 
Secretary’s desk in the Air Force, the 
Army, and Marine Corps. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominations be confirmed, the mo-
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, any statements relating to the 
nominations appear at the appropriate 
place in the RECORD, the President be 
immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action, and that the Senate then return 
to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations were considered and 
confirmed as follows: 

ARMY 

The following-named officer for reappoint-
ment to the grade of general in the U.S. 
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Army while assigned to a position of impor-
tance and responsibility under title 10, 
United States Code, section 601(a): 

To be general 

Gen. John H. Tilelli, Jr., 000–00–0000. U.S. 
Army. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general in 
the U.S. Army while assigned to a position of 
importance and responsibility under title 10, 
United States Code, section 601(a): 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Dennis L. Benchoff, 000–00–0000 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general in 
the U.S. Army while assigned to a position of 
importance and responsibility under title 10, 
United States Code, section 601(a): 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. William M. Steele, 000–00–0000. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general in 
the U.S. Army while assigned to a position of 
importance and responsibility under title 10, 
United States Code, Section 601(a): 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Joseph W. Kinzer, 000–00–0000. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general in 
the U.S. Army while assigned to a position of 
importance and responsibility under title 10, 
United States Code, Section 601(a): 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Joseph E. DeFrancisco, 000–00–0000. 

MARINE CORPS 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general in 
the U.S. Marine Corps while assigned to a po-
sition of importance and responsibility under 
the provisions of section 601(a), title 10, 
United States Code: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Peter Pace, 000–00–0000. 

NAVY 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of vice admiral in the U.S. 
Navy while assigned to a position of impor-
tance and responsibility under title 10 
United States Code, sections 601 and 5141: 

CHIEF OF NAVAL PERSONNEL 

To be vice admiral 

Rear Adm. Daniel T. Oliver, 000–00–0000. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of vice admiral in the U.S. 
Navy while assigned to a position of impor-
tance and responsibility under title 10 
United States Code, section 601: 

To be vice admiral 

Rear Adm. (Selectee) Charles S. Abbott, 000– 
00–0000. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of admiral in the U.S. 
Navy while assigned to a position of impor-
tance and responsibility under title 10 
United States Code, section 601: 

To be admiral 

Vice Adm. Thomas J. Lopez, 000–00–0000. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of vice admiral in the U.S. 
Navy while assigned to a position of impor-
tance and responsibility under title 10 
United States Code, section 601: 

To be vice admiral 

Vice Adm. Donald L. Pilling, 000–00–0000. 

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade of vice admiral in the U.S. 
Navy while assigned to a position of impor-
tance and responsibility under title 10 
United States Code, section 601: 

To be vice admiral 

Vice Adm. John S. Redd, 000–00–0000. 
IN THE AIR FORCE, ARMY, MARINE CORPS 

Air Force nominations beginning Brian K. 
Bakshas, and ending Stephen D. White, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 18, 1996. 

Air Force nominations beginning Daniel A. 
Babine, and ending William J. Weigel, Jr., 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 18, 1996. 

Air Force nominations beginning Justin L. 
Abold, and ending Kathleen M. Zendejas, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 18, 1996. 

Air Force nominations beginning Larry D. 
Biggers, and ending John J. McGraw, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
June 21, 1996. 

Army nominations beginning Gregory K. 
Austin, and ending Robert M. Traynor, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 21, 1996. 

Army nominations beginning Gregory B. 
Baxter, and ending Mary F. Sippell, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
June 21, 1996. 

Marine Corps nominations beginning Mark 
D. Abelson, and ending Peter D. Zoretic, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of June 21, 1996. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will now 
return to legislative session. 

f 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, JULY 8, 
1996 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment under the provi-
sions of House Concurrent Resolution 
192 until the hour of 12:30 p.m. on Mon-
day, July 8; further, that immediately 
following the prayer, the Journal of 
proceedings be deemed approved to 
date, no resolutions come over under 
the rule, the call of the calendar be dis-
pensed with, the morning hour be 
deemed to have expired, the time for 
the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day, and that there 
then be a period for morning business 
until the hour of 3:30 p.m. with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 5 
minutes each with the following Sen-
ators in control of the stated time: 
Senator KENNEDY, or his designee, from 
12:30 p.m. to 2 p.m.; Senator COVER-
DELL, or his designee, from 2 p.m. until 
2:30 p.m. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
at 3:30 p.m. the Senate begin consider-
ation of H.R. 3448, the small business 
tax package, as under a previous con-
sent agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, for the 

information of all Senators, under the 

previous order the Senate will be de-
bating the small business tax package 
when the Senate reconvenes from the 
Independence Day break. When the 
Senate completes all debate on Mon-
day, July 8, we will recess over until 
Tuesday at 9:30 a.m., at which time the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the small business tax package. Under 
the order, the Senate will begin voting 
at 2:15 p.m. on Tuesday on amendments 
offered to H.R. 3448. I now ask unani-
mous consent that the votes occur in 
the order in which the amendments 
were offered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. I further ask unani-
mous consent that following the votes 
scheduled to begin at 2:15 on Tuesday, 
the Senate begin consideration of the 
TEAM Act under a previous consent 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Also, as a reminder to 
all Senators, there will be a cloture 
vote on the motion to proceed to S. 
1788, the right-to-work bill, at the hour 
of 12 noon on Wednesday, July 10. 

Finally, I remind Senators that the 
vote on passage of the DOD authoriza-
tion bill will occur at 9:30 a.m. on 
Wednesday, July 10. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
following the vote on the right-to-work 
bill, the Senate proceed to vote on 
amendments and passage with respect 
to the TEAM Act in the order in which 
they were offered and debated on Tues-
day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

f 

THE EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, regret-
tably, we are not going to be able to 
confirm a number of judges that I had 
hoped would be confirmed this after-
noon. We were presented with a list of 
10. Somebody on the other side ob-
jected to one of those 10. But hours 
after our last vote, after everybody had 
left and were on airplanes and in places 
where they could not be contacted, we 
were not in the position to be able to 
contact a number of Senators who also 
had judges. There are 23 judges that are 
currently on the calendar; 23 nomina-
tions. There are 68 vacancies. 

Not one judge has been confirmed in 
this session of Congress—not one. This 
to our knowledge is unprecedented. So 
late in the day, after we cooperated all 
day long—yesterday, today—working 
as diligently as we could to accommo-
date the other side in getting the legis-
lation to the point where we were able 
to call now for third reading and then 
a final vote next week, we find that on 
our list of judges to be considered we 
could not even get up 10—not 10 out of 
the 23. Those nine we did call up were 
given to us about an hour ago, after ev-
erybody was gone. 
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Mr. President, I have to say this is 

increasingly a matter that is of great 
concern to our colleagues and will be a 
factor in our cooperation as we con-
sider other issues in the coming weeks. 

We have to resolve this matter. It is 
just unacceptable that that number of 
judges would not be given their oppor-
tunity to be considered. Careers, fami-
lies, futures are all at stake here. They 
are all on the line. It is one thing to 
deal with a bill—I understand that— 
but to deal with somebody’s life, to 
deal with somebody’s future and career 
and to deal with it so cavalierly is un-
acceptable. 

So we are going to have to deal with 
this when we get back, and I must say 
it is going to be a long, hot summer if 
we cannot deal with it more success-
fully than we have so far. I am dis-
appointed, very disappointed that we 
could not even do those 23 on the cal-
endar today. But I look forward to 
working with the majority leader with 
an expectation we will when we get 
back. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, just a 

comment to follow up on the minority 
leader’s comment on the judges, as the 
minority leader is aware, we have a 
new leadership team on this side. And 
to say the least, we have had our hands 
full the last couple weeks—not even 2 
weeks yet, I think. We have made some 
progress, but it has not been easy. We 
made progress as I mentioned earlier, 
and I complimented the minority lead-
er for his assistance in making this 
happen. We finally were able to bring 
to closure the Department of Defense 
authorization bill. After long, difficult 
negotiations, it looks as if we are on 
our way towards finalizing action on 
the minimum wage. 

Some of us are very frustrated on 
this side, though, that Members on the 
Democrat side of the aisle have ob-
jected to appointing conferees on the 
health bill. That is unprecedented. It is 
40-some-odd days, I think about 45 days 
since we requested conferees be ap-
pointed. We would like to have that re-
solved. 

And so my point being, there are 
frustrations maybe on both sides. This 
side was prepared and willing to move 
on several judges, and I am sure that 
this will still be pending when we re-
turn early in July. I will look forward 
to working with the minority leader to 
see if we cannot come up to a success-
ful resolution. 

The new leadership team, though, I 
will tell you, because we spent so much 
time in working on the DOD authoriza-
tion bill, working on the health bill, 
working on the minimum wage agree-
ment, which included the TEAM Act 
and other provisions, we really have 
not had time to focus on these nomina-
tions. 

So I just mention that. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
JULY 8, 1996, AT 12:30 P.M. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I now ask the Senate stand 
in adjournment under the provisions of 
House Concurrent Resolution 192, the 
adjournment resolution. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 5:58 p.m., 
adjourned until Monday, July 8, 1996, 
at 12:30 p.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate June 28, 1996: 

INSTITUTE OF AMERICAN INDIAN AND ALASKA 
NATIVE CULTURE AND ARTS DEVELOPMENT 

BARBARA BLUM, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE A MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE IN-
STITUTE OF AMERICAN INDIAN AND ALASKA NATIVE 
CULTURE AND ARTS DEVELOPMENT FOR A TERM EXPIR-
ING MAY 19, 2002. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

STATE JUSTICE INSTITUTE 

SOPHIA H. HALL, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE STATE JUSTICE IN-
STITUTE FOR A TERM EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 17, 1997, 
VICE JOHN F. DAFFRON, JR., TERM EXPIRED. 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate June 28, 1996: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

ALFRED C. DECOTIIS, OF NEW JERSEY, TO BE A REP-
RESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO 
THE FIFTIETH SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF 
THE UNITED NATIONS. 

CHRISTOPHER ROBERT HILL, OF RHODE ISLAND, A CA-
REER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE FORMER YUGOSLAV REPUBLIC OF 
MACEDONIA. 

The above nomination was approved 
subject to the nominee’s commitment 
to respond to requests to appear and 
testify before any duly constituted 
committee of the Senate. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT-
MENT TO THE GRADE OF GENERAL IN THE U.S. ARMY 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 
SECTION 601(A): 

To be general 

GEN. JOHN H. TILELLI, JR., 000–00–0000, U.S. ARMY. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE U.S. 
ARMY WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES 
CODE, SECTION 601(A): 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. DENNIS L. BENCHOFF, 000–00–0000. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE U.S. 
ARMY WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES 
CODE, SECTION 601(A): 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM M. STEELE, 000–00–0000. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE U.S. 
ARMY WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES 
CODE, SECTION 601(A): 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. JOSEPH W. KINZER, 000–00–0000. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE U.S. 
ARMY WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES 
CODE, SECTION 601(A): 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. JOSEPH E. DEFRANCISCO, 000–00–0000. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE U.S. 
MARINE CORPS WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IM-
PORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER THE PROVI-
SIONS OF SECTION 601(A), TITLE 10, UNITED STATES 
CODE: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. PETER PACE, 000–00–0000. 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL IN THE U.S. NAVY 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 
SECTIONS 601 AND 5141: 

CHIEF OF NAVAL PERSONNEL 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. DANIEL T. OLIVER, 000–00–0000. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL IN THE U.S. NAVY 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, 
SECTIONS 601: 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. (SELECTEE) CHARLES S. ABBOTT, 000–00–0000. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF ADMIRAL IN THE U.S. NAVY WHILE AS-
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSI-
BILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC-
TIONS 601: 

To be admiral 

VICE ADM. THOMAS J. LOPEZ, 000–00–0000. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT-
MENT TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL IN THE U.S. 
NAVY WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES 
CODE, SECTIONS 601: 

To be vice admiral 

VICE ADM. DONALD L. PILLING, 000–00–0000. 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR REAPPOINT-
MENT TO THE GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL IN THE UNITED 
STATES NAVY ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR-
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE TO UNITED 
STATES CODE, SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 

VICE ADM. JOHN S. REDD, 000–00–0000. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING BRIAN K. 
BAKSHAS, AND ENDING STEPHEN D. WHITE, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 18, 
1996. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DANIEL A. 
BABINE, AND ENDING WILLIAM J. WEIGEL, JR., WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 18, 
1996. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING JUSTIN L. 
ABOLD, AND ENDING KATHLEEN M. ZENDEJAS, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 18, 
1996. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING LARRY D. 
BIGGERS, AND ENDING JOHN J. MCGRAW, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 21, 1996. 

IN THE ARMY 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING GREGORY K. AUSTIN, 
AND ENDING ROBERT M. TRAYNOR, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 21, 1996. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING *GREGORY B. BAXTER, 
AND ENDING MARY F. SIPPELL, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 21, 1996. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING MARK D. 
ABELSON, AND ENDING PETER D. ZORETIC, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF JUNE 21, 
1996. 
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Friday, June 28, 1996

Daily Digest
Senate

Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S7221–S7343
Measures Introduced: Eight bills and one resolu-
tion were introduced, as follows: S. 1922–1929, and
S. Res. 275.                                              Pages S7301–02, S7310

Measures Reported: Reports were made as follows:
S. 1423, to amend the Occupational Safety and

Health Act of 1970 to make modifications to certain
provisions, with amendments. (S. Rept. No.
104–308)

S. 1174, to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act to designate certain segments of the Lamprey
River in New Hampshire as components of the Na-
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System. (S. Rept. No.
104–309)

S. 1226, to require the Secretary of the Interior to
prepare a study of battlefields of the Revolutionary
War and the War of 1812, to establish an American
Battlefield Protection Program, with an amendment
in the nature of a substitute. (S. Rept. No. 104–310)

S. 1874, to amend sections of the Department of
Energy Organization Act that are obsolete or incon-
sistent with other statutes and to repeal a related
section of the Federal Energy Administration Act of
1974. (S. Rept. No. 104–311)

H.R. 238, to provide for the protection of wild
horses within the Ozark National Scenic Riverways
and prohibit the removal of such horses, with an
amendment. (S. Rept. No. 104–312)

H.R. 1014, to authorize extension of time limita-
tion for a FERC-issued hydroelectric license. (S.
Rept. No. 104–313)                                                 Page S7301

Measures Passed:
Mollie Beattie Alaska Wilderness Area Act:

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources was
discharged from further consideration of S. 1899, the
‘‘Mollie Beattie Alaska Wilderness Area Act’’, and
the bill was then passed, after agreeing to the fol-
lowing amendment proposed thereto.      Pages S7337–39

Nickles (for Murkowski) Amendment No. 4434,
in the nature of a substitute.                        Pages S7337–39

House of Representatives Administrative Reform
Technical Corrections Act: Senate passed H.R.

2739, to provide for a representational allowance for
Members of the House of Representatives, to make
technical and conforming changes to sundry provi-
sions of law in consequence of administrative reforms
in the House of Representatives, after agreeing to
committee amendments.                                         Page S7339

Elected Legislature in Hong Kong: Senate agreed
to S. Res. 271, expressing the sense of the Senate
with respect to the international obligation of the
People’s Republic of China to allow an elected legis-
lature in Hong Kong after June 30, 1997.
                                                                                            Page S7339

USIA Film Distribution: Senate passed H.R.
2070, to provide for the distribution within the
United States of the United States Information
Agency film entitled ‘‘Fragile Ring of Life’’, clearing
the bill for the President.                                       Page S7340

Republic of Sierra Leone Democratic Multiparty
Elections: Senate agreed to H. Con. Res. 160, con-
gratulating the people of the Republic of Sierra
Leone on the success of their recent democratic
multiparty elections.                                                 Page S7340

National Children’s Island Act: Senate passed
H.R. 1508, to require the transfer of title to the
District of Columbia of certain real property in Ana-
costia Park to facilitate the construction of National
Children’s Island, a cultural, educational, and family-
oriented park, clearing the bill for the President.
                                                                                    Pages S7340–41

MFN for Bulgaria: Senate passed H.R. 2853, to
authorize an extension of nondiscriminatory treat-
ment (most-favored-nation treatment) to the prod-
ucts of Bulgaria, clearing the bill for the President.
                                                                                            Page S7341

DOD Authorizations: Senate continued consider-
ation of S. 1745, to authorize appropriations for fis-
cal year 1997 for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, for military construction, and for
defense activities of the Department of Energy, and
to prescribe personnel strengths for such fiscal year
for the Armed Forces, agreeing to committee amend-
ments, and taking action on further amendments
proposed thereto, as follows:
                                             Pages S7221–77, S7280–87, S7293–95
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Adopted:
McCain Amendment No. 4387, to ensure fair and

equitable pricing of equipment to be provided to
Bosnia and Herzegovina under current drawdown au-
thorities.                                                    Pages S7222–23, S7230

Feingold Amendment No. 4388, to require a cost-
benefit analysis of the F/A–18E/F Aircraft program.
                                             Pages S7226–30, S7246–47, S7266–67

Warner Amendment No. 4422 (to Amendment
No. 4388), in the nature of a substitute.       Page S7266

Nunn (for Exon) Amendment No. 4389, to au-
thorize the Air National Guard to provide fire pro-
tection services and rescue services relating to aircraft
at Lincoln Municipal Airport, Lincoln, Nebraska.
                                                                                            Page S7230

Nunn (for Sarbanes) Amendment No. 4391, to re-
quire a plan for repairs and stabilization of the his-
toric district at the Forest Glen Annex of Walter
Reed Army Medical Center, Maryland.          Page S7231

Nunn (for Bingaman) Amendment No. 4392, to
modify the boundaries of the White Sands National
Monument and the White Sands Missile Range,
New Mexico, and to modify the boundary of the
Bandelier National Monument, New Mexico.
                                                                                    Pages S7231–33

McCain (for Smith) Amendment No. 4393, to
prohibit the use of prior fiscal year funds for devel-
opment and procurement of the Pulse Doppler Up-
grade modification to the AN/SPS–48E radar sys-
tem.                                                                                   Page S7233

Nunn (for Johnston/Murkowski) Amendment No.
4394, to allow the Secretary of Energy to waive lim-
itations on the use of foreign technology in environ-
mental restoration and waste management contracts.
                                                                                            Page S7233

McCain (for Domenici) Amendment No. 4395, to
increase by $9 million the amount authorized to be
appropriated for the Air Force for procurement of
one UH–1N helicopter simulator.             Pages S7233–34

McCain (for Domenici) Amendment No. 4396, to
increase by $3 million the amount authorized to be
appropriated for the Air Force for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation in order to provide $3
million for the Advanced Distributed Simulation
connection of the Theater Air Command Control and
Simulation Facility with the Mission Training Sup-
port System facility of the 58th Special Operations
Wing.                                                                               Page S7234

Nunn (for Heflin/Shelby) Amendment No. 4397,
to provide $6 million for the procurement of Bradley
TOW 2 Test Program sets.                                  Page S7234

Nunn (for Exon) Amendment No. 4398, to in-
crease by $10 million the amount available for the
Air Force for research, development, test, and evalua-

tion for the National Polar-Orbiting Operational En-
vironmental Satellite System (Space) program.
                                                                                    Pages S7234–35

Nunn (for Glenn) Amendment No. 4399, to pro-
vide for a Department of Energy study on the status
of projects and programs to improve worker safety
and health at the Mound Facility in Miamisburg,
Ohio.                                                                         Pages S7235–36

McCain (for Thurmond) Amendment No. 4400,
to provide special personnel management authorities
for civilian intelligence personnel of the Department
of Defense.                                                                     Page S7236

McCain (for Cohen/Levin) Amendment No. 4401,
to provide Federal employees who transfer in the in-
terest of the Government more effective and efficient
delivery of relocation allowances by reducing admin-
istrative costs and improving services.    Pages S7236–37

Nunn (for Levin) Amendment No. 4402, to re-
quire reporting on compliance of Army test program
with certain statutory requirements.                Page S7237

McCain (for Stevens) Amendment No. 4403, to
authorize the construction of a fuel farm, phase I, at
Elmendorf Air Force Base, Alaska.                    Page S7237

McCain (for Domenici) Amendment No. 4404, to
authorize $10 million for the construction, phase I,
of a national range control center, White Sands Mis-
sile Range, New Mexico.                                        Page S7238

McCain (for Chafee/Warner) Amendment No.
4405, to authorize $8.9 million for construction at
the Undersea Weapons Systems Laboratory at the
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport Division,
Newport, Rhode Island.                                          Page S7238

McCain (for Smith) Amendment No. 4406, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that the Secretary of
Defense should use existing authorities in law to
seek the expeditious return of the former USS LCS
102 (LSSL 102) from the Government of Thailand in
order for the ship to be transferred to the United
States Shipbuilding Museum in Quincy, Massachu-
setts.                                                                          Pages S7239–40

Nunn (for Robb) Amendment No. 4407, to speci-
fy certain matters to be considered by the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the next assessment of
the current missions, responsibilities, and force struc-
ture of the unified combatant commands.     Page S7240

Nunn (for Levin) Amendment No. 4408, to make
available $7 million for research and development re-
lating to Seamless High Off-Chip Connectivity
under the materials and electronic technology pro-
gram.                                                                        Pages S7240–41

McCain (for Smith) Amendment No. 4409, to
provide for authority to transfer contaminated Fed-
eral property before completion of required remedial
actions.                                                                     Pages S7241–43
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Nunn (for Glenn) Amendment No. 4410, to
strengthen certain sanctions against nuclear prolifera-
tion activities.                                                      Pages S7243–45

McCain (for Chafee) Amendment No. 4411, to es-
tablish a one-year pilot program for online transfer
of defense technology information from institutions
of higher education to provide businesses through an
interactive data network involving institutions of
higher education.                                                Pages S7245–46

McCain (for Thurmond/Nunn) Amendment No.
4412, to make certain technical corrections with re-
gard to Tier III Minus Unmanned Aerial Vehicle.
                                                                                            Page S7246

Brown Amendment No. 4413, to require a report
by the President detailing the anticipated casualties
and destruction resulting from a nuclear, biological,
or chemical weapons attack.                         Pages S7247–48

Levin Modified Amendment No. 4414, to require
the leadership of the reserve components to submit
to Congress assessments of the modernization prior-
ities of the reserve components.
                                                                Pages S7248–50, S7251–52

Conrad Amendment No. 4415, to provide for the
retention on active status of the B–52H bomber air-
craft fleet.                                                        Pages S7250, S7264

By a unanimous vote of 97 yeas (Vote No. 182),
Nunn Amendment No. 4367, to require the Presi-
dent to submit a report to Congress on NATO en-
largement.                             Pages S7221, S7252–55, S7256–57

McCain (for Brown) Amendment No. 4416 (to
Amendment No. 4367), in the nature of a sub-
stitute.                                                                      Pages S7252–53

Ford Amendment No. 4112, to amend the special
rule for payments for eligible federally connected
children.                                                     Pages S7255, S7257–59

Jeffords Amendment No. 4417 (to Amendment
No. 4112), to require the Secretary of Defense to
make certain Impact Aid payments.         Pages S7258–59

Warner (for Stevens) Amendment No. 4418, to
provide $2 million for the construction of a facility
for military dependent children with disabilities at
Lackland Air Force Base, Texas.                 Pages S7259–61

Ford Modified Amendment No. 4419, to require
the Secretary of Defense to carry out a pilot program
to identify and demonstrate a feasible alternative to
demilitarization of assembled chemical munitions.
                                                                                    Pages S7261–64

Conrad Amendment No. 4420, to express the
sense of the Senate with regard to the Air Force Na-
tional Missile Defense Plan.      Pages S7265–66, S7267–68

McCain (for Domenici) Amendment No. 4423, to
increase by $17 million the amount authorized to be
appropriated for Defense-wide activities for research,
development, test, and evaluation in order to provide
an additional $17 million for Holloman Rocket Sled

Test Track Upgrade program under the Central Test
and Evaluation Investment Program.               Page S7269

Nunn (for Bumpers/Pryor) Amendment No. 4424,
to authorize a land conveyance at Pine Bluff Arsenal,
Arkansas.                                                                 Pages S7269–70

McCain (for Kyl) Amendment No. 4425, to pro-
vide funds for research and development regarding a
surgical strike vehicle for use against hardened and
deeply buried targets.                                               Page S7270

Nunn (for Pell) Amendment No. 4426, to require
the Secretary of the Navy to establish a National
Coastal Data Center on each coast of the continental
United States.                                                       Pages S7270–71

McCain (for Domenici) Amendment No. 4427, to
authorize $20 million to be appropriated for the
DARPA Optoelectronic Centers.                       Page S7271

Nunn (for Feinstein/Biden) Amendment No.
4428, to prohibit the distribution of information re-
lating to explosive materials for a criminal purpose.
                                                                                    Pages S7271–74

McCain (for Shelby) Amendment No. 4429, to
clarify that the exemption from the Qualified Thrift
Lender applies to any savings institutions that serves
primarily military personnel.                                Page S7274

Nunn (for Johnston) Amendment No. 4430, to
provide for a study on permanent authorization for
general plant projects.                                      Pages S7274–76

Nunn (for Heflin/Shelby) Amendment No. 4431,
to require the Director of the Ballistic Missile De-
fense Organization to prevent adverse effects of es-
tablishment of the National Missile Defense Joint
Program Office on private sector employment.
                                                                                    Pages S7276–77

McCain (for Lott) Amendment No. 4432, to au-
thorize funds for the reduction, storage, modeling
and conversion of oceanographic data for use by the
Navy.                                                                                Page S7277

Lott (for Thurmond) Amendment No. 4433, to
extend through fiscal year 1997 the prohibition on
use of funds to implement an international agree-
ment concerning theater missile defense systems.
                                                                                            Page S7293

Withdrawn:
Nunn (for Robb) Amendment No. 4390, to state

the sense of Congress regarding the authorization of
appropriation and appropriation of funds for military
equipment and not identified in a budget request of
the Department of Defense and for certain military
construction.                                                         Pages S7230–31

During consideration of this measure today, Senate
took the following action:

By 53 yeas to 43 nays (Vote No. 181), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
close further debate on the bill.                          Page S7225
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A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill on
Wednesday, July 10, 1996, with a vote to occur
thereon.                                                            Pages S7296, S7342

National Right To Work Act—Cloture Motion
Filed: Senate began consideration of the motion to
proceed to the consideration of S. 1788, to amend
the National Labor Relations Act and the Railway
Labor Act to repeal those provisions of Federal law
that require employees to pay union dues or fees as
a condition of employment.                                  Page S7297

A motion was entered to close further debate on
the motion to proceed and, by unanimous-consent
agreement, a vote on the motion will occur on
Wednesday, July 10, 1996 at 12 noon.         Page S7297

Defend America Act—Agreement: A unanimous-
consent agreement was reached providing for the
consideration of S. 1635, to establish a United States
policy for the deployment of a national missile de-
fense system, a bill to be introduced by the Demo-
cratic Leader relating to national missile defense, and
a bill to be introduced by Senator Nunn relating to
national missile defense.                                         Page S7293

Chemicals Weapons Convention—Agreement: A
unanimous-consent time-agreement was reached pro-
viding for the consideration of Treaty Doc. No.
103–21, Chemical Weapons Convention.      Page S7293

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations:

Christopher Robert Hill, of Rhode Island, to be
Ambassador to the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia.                                                             Pages S7336–37

Alfred C. DeCotiis, of New Jersey, to be a Rep-
resentative of the United States of America to the
Fiftieth Session of the General Assembly of the
United Nations.                                                          Page S7225

5 Army nominations in the rank of general.
1 Marine Corps nomination in the rank of general.
5 Navy nominations in the rank of admiral.
Routine lists in the Air Force, Army, and Marine

Corps.                                            Pages S7225, S7341–42, S7343

Nominations Received: Senate received the follow-
ing nominations:

Barbara Blum, of the District of Columbia, to be
a Member of the Board of Trustees of the Institute

of American Indian and Alaska Native Culture and
Arts Development for a term expiring May 19,
2002.

Sophia H. Hall, of Illinois, to be a Member of the
Board of Directors of the State Justice Institute for
a term expiring September 17, 1997.              Page S7343

Messages From the House:                       Pages S7300–01

Measures Referred:                                                 Page S7301

Communications:                                                     Page S7301

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S7302–09

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S7309–10

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S7310–22

Authority for Committees:                                Page S7322

Additional Statements:                                Pages S7322–28

Text of S. 1636, H.R. 2679, H.R. 3005, H.R.
3121 as Previously Passed:                        Pages S7328–36

Record Votes: Two record votes were taken today.
(Total–182)                                                    Pages S7225, S7257

Adjournment: Senate convened at 8:30 a.m., and,
in accordance with H. Con. Res. 192, adjourned at
5:58 p.m., until 12:30 p.m., on Monday, July 8,
1996.

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

WHITE HOUSE INFORMATION ACCESS
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee resumed hear-
ings to examine the dissemination of Federal Bureau
of Investigation background investigation reports
and other information to the White House, receiving
testimony from James A. Wolfe, Director of Secu-
rity, Senate Select Committee on Intelligence; Ar-
nold Cole and Jeffrey Undercoffer, both Special
Agents, United States Secret Service, Department of
the Treasury; Charles Easley, Director, Office of
White House Security; Mary Beck, Associate Direc-
tor for Human Resources Management, Office of Ad-
ministration, Executive Office of the President; and
D. Craig Livingstone, former Director, and Lisa
Wetzl and Nancy Gemmell, both former Staff, all of
the White House Office of Personnel Security.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action

The House was not in session today.

Committee Meetings
No committee meetings were held.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

12:30 p.m., Monday, July 8

Senate Chamber

Program for Monday: After the recognition of two Sen-
ators for speeches and the transaction of any morning
business (not to extend beyond 3:30 p.m.), Senate will
begin consideration of H.R. 3448, Small Business Job
Protection/Minimum Wage.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

12 noon, Monday, July 8

House Chamber

Program for Monday: No agenda as yet announced.


		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-04-23T14:02:14-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




